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DUCK FEEDING AND DUCK STAMP LEGISLATION 


THURSDAY, JUNE 6, 1957 


FisH AND WILDLIFE SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON MercuHant MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Frank Boykin (subcommittee 
chairman) presiding. 

Mr. Borxrn. The subcommittee has three bills for consideration 
today. 

The first, H. R. 6959, would authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to secure grain not suitable for human consumption for feeding wild- 
life where natural food is scarce. At present such authority exists to 
utilize such grain to protect croplands but does not extend to situations 
involving protection of the birds. 

(The bill referred to is as follows:) 

[H. R. 6959, 85th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to cooperate with Federal and non- 
Federal agencies in the augmentation of natural food supplies for migratory waterfowl 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, for the purpose of assuring a sufficient 
food supply for migratory birds by augmenting available sources where condi- 
tions warrant such action, the Commodity Credit Corporation shall make avail- 
able to the Secretary of the Interior such wheat, corn, or other grains, acquired 
through price support operations and certified by the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion to be available for purposes of this Act or in such condition through 
spoilage or deterioration as not to be desirable for human consumption, as the 
Secretary of the Interior shall requisition pursuant to section 2 hereof. With 
respect to any grain thus made available, the Commodity Credit Corporation 
may pay packaging, transporting, handling, and other charges up to the time 
of delivery to one or more designated locations in each State. 

Sec. 2. Upon a finding by the Secretary of the Interior that the supply of 
migratory birds is threatened by lack of sufficient food, the Secretary of the In- 
terior is hereby authorized and directed to requisition from the Commodity 
Credit Corporation and to make available to Federal, State, or local govern- 
mental bodies or officials, or to private organizations or persons, such grain 
acquired by the Commodity Credit Corporation through price-support operations 
in such quantities and subject to such regulations as the Secretary determines 
will most effectively augment normal food supplies along the routes of the 
usual flight patterns. 

Sec. 3. With respect to all grain made available pursuant to section 2, the 
Commodity Credit Corporation shall be reimbursed by the Secretary of the 
Interior for its expenses in packaging and transporting such grain for purposes 
of this Act. 

Sec. 4. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to reimburse the Commodity Credit Corporation for its investment 
in the grain transferred pursuant to this Act. 


Mr. Boykin. We have as our first witness Mr. Lansing A. Parker, 
Assistant Director, Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 
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STATEMENT OF LANSING A. PARKER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE, DEPARTMENT OF 
THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Parker. I came into my present position about 6 weeks ago, 
so I am not entirely familiar with all the details of the operations. 
I am asking the indulgence of the committee to read a prepared state- 
ment. 

The purpose of this bill is to make available certain wheat, corn, 
and other grains to augment the food supply for migratory birds. 

This grain would be ‘made available by the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration to Federal, State, local governmental bodies or officials, or 
private organizations or persons, upon determination that the supply 
of migratory birds is threatened by lack of sufficient food. 

The C ommodity Credit Corporation would be reimbursed by the 
Secretary of the Interior for expenses in packaging and transporting 
this grain. 

The act further authorizes funds to be appropriated as may be 
necessary to reimburse the Commodity Credit Corporation for its 
investment in the grain transferred pursuant to this act. 

While a casual review of the purposes of this bill discloses worthy 
objectives we believe that careful study will reveal that there are 
Important ramifications whic h could be of major concern to the Depart- 
ment and to the Congress. Since the Department has not submitted 
a report on this proposed legislation the opinions expressed here are 
those of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife. 

The scope of the bill is quite extensive since it refers to the possibility 
of augmenting the food supply of migratory birds such as waterfowl, 
shore birds, and insectivorous birds, and not to any specific segment 
of our migratory bird resources. It further authorizes the Secretary 
of the Interior, upon a finding that the supply of migratory birds is 
threatened by a lack of food to make grain available to Federal, State, 
local governmental bodies or officials, private organizations and per- 
sons. Thus the distribution outlets encompass practically every seg- 
ment of the population. 

With such wide latitude the Bureau visualizes the possibility of un- 
known numbers of individuals, clubs, and governmental units making 
application to the Secretary for grain when for any reason there ap- 
pears to be a shortage of food or a posible shortage of food for migra- 
tory birds. All costs involved in the distribution of grain would be 
paid by the Department of the Interior, either out of existing funds 
or out of funds that would have to be specifically appropri: ated by 
Congress for this purpose. 

In our opinion this legislation is not needed. To the best of our 
knowledge, there are no recorded instances in the United States of 
deaths in migratory birds due primarily to starvation. If this bill 
were enacted into law there would undoubtedly be many instances 
where food supplies for migratory birds would be augmented to hold 
the birds longer in a particular locality. A situation of this kind 
would come about in almost any area where concentrations of birds 
are found. It is the habit of these birds to move from the breeding 
grounds to the wintering grounds, feeding as they go, and often using 
the greater part of the available food in certain localities. When 
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this occurs it can be assumed that the birds move to other feeding 
areas where food is more abundant. We believe any widespread 
feeding program such as is envisioned under this bill would disrupt 
the orderly migration habits of these birds and could result in holding 
them in certain areas for abnormally long periods of time. In the 
case of waterfowl, this could greatly reduce the number of these birds 
in southern wintering areas. 

This is just one of the possible abuses that could occur, even though 
the Secretary of the Interior would make every effort to eliminate the 
improper use of this grain. Once grain has been allotted to any group 
or individual, howeve er, it would be almost impossible to control the 
handling of that grain. 

Coupled with the undesirable practice of delaying migration is the 
very obvious possibility that this grain might be channeled for per- 
sonal use once it had been delivered. This personal use includes such 
things as feeding livestock and poultry, and, in addition, the luring 
and attracting of birds into hunting areas. U nder the guise of feeding 
these birds the unscrupulous hunter could use this grain as bait to 
bring the birds to him and thus enhance his hunting ‘opportunity far 
beyond the opportunity of the legal hunter. 

Actually the authority provided in this legislation is unnecessary, 
since the Bureau now has the authority to distribute feed to migratory 
birds if there is a need for this practice, and there have been instances 
where grain has been distributed as an adjunct to a depredations-con- 
trol program. A limited supply of grain is maintained at some of the 
game refuges to meet this need and there have been cases when local 
purchases of grain became necessary in carrying out the depredations 
program. In addition, the 84th Congress ‘through Public Law 654 
has made available to the Secretary of the Interior spoiled grain to 
alleviate depredations. Provisions of this law are very similar to the 
provisions of H. R. 6959 except that the use is limited to depredations 
control under Public Law 654. 

Asa result of our experience with Public Law 654 we have attempted 
to visualize the manpower needs under the much more extensive coy- 
erage provided in H. R. 6959. Obviously, the law-enforcement agents 
of the Bureau would be called upon to bear the brunt of the load since 
they are distributed throughout the country. These men would, of 
necessity, be required to investigate every request for grain for the pur- 
pose specified in H. R. 6959. The duties of these agents have been 
extended gradually throughout the years until they are now carrying 
responsibiliti ies beyond anything that was anticipated even a few years 
ago, and it follows that either these men would have to be diverted 
from other important duties or else additional agents would have to 
be employed. In our opinion the latter alternative would have to be 
followed if we render the service that would be required by the people. 

This, of course, leads to the probable cost of this extended program. 
Here, again, our experience under Public Law 654 may be used as a 
criterion. We found that two carloads of grain obtamed from the 
Commodity Credit Corporation under Public Law 654 cost approxi- 
mately $735, which included transportation, bags, and packaging for 
shipment. This did not include the cost of handling and transporta- 
tion from the railway delivery point to the various locations in which 
the grain was finally distributed. I am sure you realize that this trans- 
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portation from the point of delivery to the point of distribution could 
be a sizable item in view of the remote areas frequented by migratory 
birds. 

In addition to the actual transportation costs involved, we must 
add the salaries of personnel handling the arrangements, both in 
the office and in the field. oe would include administrative costs 
in the regional office and in the Washington office, travel expense 
for the field men, and eapit al outlay for equipment necessary to 
transport grain. It is our opinion that, with the passage of this 
legislation, we will need 10 additional agents whose services would be 
chargeable tothis program. This additional cost alone would amount 
to more than $100,000 per year. 

In summary, therefore, the Bureau takes the position that there 
is not now, and will not be in the foreseeable future, a need for arti- 
ficial feeding of migratory birds on the broad scale and for the 
purpose env isioned in H. R. 6959. We are of the opinion that, even 
under optimum circumstances, abuses and irregularities would result. 
And, lastly, we believe that the additional expense to the Government 
in terms of manpower and cost of handling and transportation would 
be extremely costly and not commensurate with foreseeable benefits. 

Mr. Borxry. This is Mrs. Sullivan’s bill, of St. Louis, Mo. I think 
well of it because we have so much grain and we are giving it to every- 
body else all over the earth. It seems to me that it would be better 
to give it to our own poops especially in places where it is hard to 
get. They might get some birds into their part of the country. 

Mr. Dingell and I have been talking about this. He has letters, 
and so have I, from different people over the country. They are very 
anxious about it. Here is a telegram that I have from St. Louis. I 
just received it this morning. It is from the Missouri Duck Hunters 
Association. It reads: 

The Missouri Duck Hunters Association, because of serious shortage of feed 
for migratory birds and wildfowl in this area, urges passage of H. R. 6959. 

Then I have a telegram from Glen Cove, N. Y., and I have a letter 
here from the Wilderness Society of Washington, D. C., and a letter 
from the Montana Wildlife Federation. 

They will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The telegrams and letter referred to are as follows :) 

Sr. Louis, Mo., June 5, 1957. 


Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
The Missouri Duck Hunters Association, because of serious shortage of feed 
for migratory wildfow] in this area, urges passage of H. R. 6959. 
A. W. HAGER, Vice Presid 


GLEN Cove, N. Y., June 5, 1957 
Hon. FRANK W. Boyxk In, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The conservation committee of Camp Fire Club of America strongly recom- 
mends careful consideration be given to including in any bill concerning allo- 
cation of duck-stamp moneys that a definite percentage of such moneys be set 
aside for land acquisition. Also, they recommend sport fisheries and wildlife 
service be given greater discretion as to what areas should be open or closed 
to the taking of waterfowl. 

JOHN HAMMETT, M. D., 
Chairman, Conservation Committee, Camp Pire Club of America 
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY, 
Washington, D. C., June §, 1957. 
Hon. Frank W.. BoyKInN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Conservation and Wildlife, House Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Boykin: The Wilderness Society concurs in the objectives of H. R. 
5817, by Representative John D. Dingell, and H. R. 6691, by Representative Henry 
S. Reuss, which are intended to provide funds for the necessary acquisition and 
restoration of wetlands for Federal waterfowl areas. 

We may wish to file a statement later for the record, and respectfully ask 
permission to do so. 

Sincerely yours, 
MICHAEL NADEL, 
Assistant Executive Secretary. 


MONTANA WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Missoula, Mont., June 8, 1957 
Hon. Frank W. BoyKIN, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Sir: The Montana Wildlife Federation, on behalf of its 108 affiliated 
wildlife clubs and conservation organizations throughout Montana, urges your 
committee to act favorably toward H. R. 6691, proposing amendments to the 
Migratory Bill Hunting Stamp Act of 1934. Conservationists everywhere feel 
that this bill, or H. R. 5817, wouid help to shift the tide in our losing battle 
for preservation of dwindling wetland resources. 

Sincerely yours, 
Dr. JOHN M. STEWART, Secretary. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Mr. Allen. 

ee Anten. Mr. Parker, it seems to me when the committee went 

» Atlantic City some years ago to examine the refuge there closely we 
were told migratory fowl had been fed and held and they had stayed so 
long that the natural food froze over and the birds themselves froze. 
Is that an experience you have had ? 

Mr. Parker. I think that definitely could happen. I do not know 
of the specific instance you are citing. However, one concern we have 
in the management of waterfowl] is that we are attempting to get an 
even flow of the birds from the feeding grounds to the wintering 
erounds, and anything we do in the northern reaches to hold them 
back over an abnormally long period prevents them from reaching 
their wintering grounds and depletes the food supply in the north 
as well. It does not achieve what we are trying to do—that of spread- 
ing hunting opportunities across the entire flyways. If we intended 
to feed in the north we would expect the birds would remain up 
there. 

Mr. Dinereti. As you probab ly know, I am a duck hunter, and I 
have spent considerable time sitting ina blind. You said that you had 
no experiences of these birds starving out. 

Back in Mie higan we have a situation where the Detroit River, be- 

‘cause of some pollution, and because of some change in the water 
te mperature due to industrial use for cooling and things of that sort, 
is now partially ice free most of the winter. We have had real prob- 
lems with the ducks down there near the mouth of the river. They tend 
to congregate down there and they remain there. There is a large 
resident population there. The birds it seems, from what my friends 
tell me, are tending to get very poor and die from one cause or another 
during the wintertime. The common cause of death of these birds 
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in this particular area is malnutrition. Are you familiar with that 
particular situation ? 

Mr. Parker. I am somewhat familiar with it. The State of Michi- 

gan has been conducting quite extensive research in that particular 
area. I believe they found, however, that oil pollution and other 
pollutants in the water were what was causing much of the deaths 
there. 

If I might cite another example: At the time that I was working for 
the State of Minnesota we had a situation in one of the western Jakes 
where in a hard winter we lost some 3,000 to 4,000 mallards that 
stayed there. The first indications were they had starved to death. 
The university examined all of these carcasses, and every one of them 
had sufficient lead shot in them to where the birds were not able to 
digest the food that they were eating. While they may have ei 
mi ately starved to death, the basic problem was one of the lead shot 
they had ingested. We believe had they been normal they would have 
gone on south as soon as the food supply had been exhausted. 

This problem of holding birds in areas where they are apt to freeze 
over suddenly is only accentuated when we develop too great a supply 
of food, and partic ularly on the basis of artificial feeding. We would 
have a situation which would make more or less a banquet table for 
them and they will stay around until the last kernel is gone. That is 
the habit of a mallard, in particular, even in normal situations. If 
they can get any open water they will stay north and work on the grain 
that has been left as a result of corn picking, and so on. 

Mr. Drxeeixi. There was another thing that is interesting to me. 
We have had large residences of ducks that have stayed around dur- 
ing the most bitter winters. We have had many occasions up ther: 
and I know this from experience and it has been the experience of 
others—when these resident populations would appear to become 
very weak as a result of cold and malnutrition. I have never run 
studies on the carcasses, but these birds would do better when the 
sportsmen clubs would start feeding them. One of our clubs up 
there regularly solicits funds and does a substantial amount of duck 
feeding out of the funds that they are able to raise from their own 
means and friends, 

Mr. Parker. Mr. Griffith, do you recall how much feeding we do 
now other than for depredations control ? 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD GRIFFITH, ASSISTANT CHIEF, BRANCH 
OF REFUGES, BUREAU OF SPORTS FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Grirriru. Practically none, unless we have very severe win- 
ters that cause birds to be entrapped where they cannot get sources 
of food. 

Mr. Drneewx. Is there any possibility of appending any amend- 
ments to this particular bill which would make it acceptable; in other 
words, curtail the application of the bill which would make it accept- 
able to your department ? 

Mr. Riseeae: It is my opinion that we have enough authority at 
the present time to do what might be necessary in the way of handling 
a situation like that. 
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Here is what we are afraid of: Rs is so easy to get out of hand 
when anyone is able to apply for it. It would be almost physically 
impossible for the Bureau to do hich about seeing that every pound 

was placed properly. 

Mr. Drncety. The present authority of the department is to permit 
them to use Commodity Credit Corporation grain where there is a 
danger of depredation? 

Mr. Parker. Yes. That is in Public Law 654. 

Mr. Dincet.. Yes. That was Mr. Reuss’ bill. Is there any other 
authority you have to get Commodity Credit Corporation grain ? 

Mr. Parker. I do not believe that we have any other authority. We 
do have grain that is grown on refuges that is available for situations 
like that. 

Mr. Borxrn. I have been shooting ducks and geese all my life, and 
a good many come down our way, but they are so poor when they get 
there you cannot eat them. Really, they are not fit to eat when “they 
get. there. 

Mr. Kivczynsxt. I do not think they have life enough, so when 
they hit Alabama they just fall down. 

Mr. Boykin. That is the truth. That is the reason we get some of 
them. I will tell you what we did last year in my game preserve. You 
know I have a game preserve, a big preserve of over 100,000 acres. 
We fed last year, I think, between 6,000 and 7,000 bushels of corn, 
not to the ducks and geese but to all kinds of game. We are doing it 
this year. I was talking to my son this morning, and he is planting 
corn just for that purpose. We have always fed them, but we do not 
shoot many ducks on our place. It is for turkey and deer and quail. 
If you shoot a lot you will lose your turkeys, and that is our main 
crop. 

Now, for the past 35 or 40 years when the ducks get there they are 
very poor. You just cannot eat the geese. I have not killed any 
late ly, but some of the boys did kill a good many last year in Mobile 

say, and you will find now that we have as many ducks there as they 
have in Louisiana. I guess you have been there. When the ducks get 
there they are just not fit to eat. Neither are the geese. Thev soon 
fatten up because we have a lot of grass and a lot of fish and that sort 
of ae 

I do not believe you would have so much trouble and expense. You 
have men all over my part of the country. It would be my idea that 
you could use the same men you have to do this. 

I think there is a good deal in what you have said, and m: aXte some 
people would take advantage of it, but I hardly ever find a hunter 
or good sportsman taking advantage of anything like this. We know 

where they all go and where they are. ‘I believe that it could be 
handled pretty well without much expense and it would save us from 
sending these grains to other people. It costs us more to send it where 
we are sending it than it would to send it to our own people. We 
certainly do appreciate your testimony. 

Mr. Parker. If I might add one more word in regard to that cost, 
we sent 2 carloads down to North ( ‘arolina last year under Public 
Law 654, and if we had used the grain-quotation price at the Chicago 
market as a base those 2 carloads of corn would have cost us almost 
$2,500, in addition to the expense of unloading, hauling grain to the 
point where it was to be distributed, and so forth, so we visualize many 
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places where we might be able to buy the grain cheaper locally than 
trying to pay the Commodity Credit Corporation for the packaging 
and hi iandling and pay for the tr: ansportation. 

Mr. Boykin. Well, now, how much did it cost you? How much 
is it costing us to send all of the grain we send to Europe? It is 10 
times more than it would cost us to send it down to some of our people; 
do you not think so? 

Mr. Parker. The point I am trying to make is that if we were to 
go into a program of feeding birds ‘extensively, in many areas we 
would be able to buy the grain cheaper than by getting it at Com- 
modity Credit Corporation because we would not have the trans- 
portation charges there. 

Mr. Boyxtn. That is the best way you can do it. I do think we 
ought to try to help our own people in what we are doing. You know 
about that, Iam sure. I know I do. But I do know that some people 
need it. I never expect to use any because we plant for our place and 
it is a private game preserve, and I have given the State 30,000 acres 
for the public there. You might know about that. 

Mr. Parker. Thi i is right. 

Mr. Boykin. I will tell you what I did this year. I planted a lot of 


corn. It was slow down there. We cleared up patches. This 

needed, if you could properly control it. I agree with you that it 
would have to be controlled. I believe you have the men there. We 
have to get rid of this grain. My Lord, you see what Mr. Benson is 
saying about it. It certainly would be good if we could get our 
geese and ducks and other wild game together there. If we do not, 
we are going to lose a lot of them. Mr. Dingell has the best I have 
seen. He said it is pretty hard. We just doit. We are going to 


keep on doing it as long as we are able to. We never had any help 
from the Federal Government or State government either. 

[ want counsel ask you some questions, please, sir. 

Mr. Zrnoxe. Mr. Parker, you advanced as an argument against 
this bill the fact that in many cases you can buy grain cheaper 
loc ally ¢ , 

Mr. Parker. That is right. 

Mr. eer This is purely discretionary, is it not, and would 
merely give additional authority to the Secretary of Interior. 

Mr. Parker. That is right. 

Mr. Zincxe. This is not mandatory; you are not required to use 
Commodity Credit Corporation grain. 

Mr. Parker. That is right. 

Mr. Zincxe. That is not an objection then; is it? 

Mr. Parker. I think, though, if it generally became known that 
grain were available for the birds, we would have a difficult problem 
in trying to satisfy all of the demand, and the chief concern there 
is the element of cost that the Bureau would have to stand. 

Mr. Zinckxe. Mr. Parker, the bill, as it is drawn, states that the 
Secretary of the Interior has power to requisition, and it states 
that there must be a finding by the S Secretary of the Interior that 
the supply of birds is threatened by a lack of sufficient food. Now, 
is it your position that the Secretary of the Interior—either the 
present one or any successor—is such a weak individual that he is 
going to be amenable to these various pressures and not exercise 
individual judgment with respect to the requirements ? 
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Mr. Parker. Not at all; no. 

Mr. Zincxe. Does that not naturally follow from your statement 
that there will be pressure to use Commodity Credit Corporation 
grain? 

Mr. Parker. No. What I am intending to convey is that every 
one of the requests would have to be ex xamined by our representatives, 
which imposes quite a task on a staff that is already pretty well over- 
loaded. 

Mr. Zixncxe. Your objection is because this would entail additional 
work on the staff of the Fish and Wildlife Service; is that the idea? 

Mr. Parker. We would be obliged to forego some of the other 
things which we are doing, or we would need additional personnel 
looking after those requests. 

Mr. Zincke. With respect to additional personnel, you stated that 
you would need an additional 10 agents ¢ 

Mr. Parker. That was what we estimated, based upon our ex- 
perience. 

Mr. Zincke. You also stated there was no need for feeding. 

Mr. Parker. That has been our experience—yes. d 

Mr. Zincke. Precisely what functions would the 10 agents per- 
form, in view of the fact there is no present need for feeding ! 

Mr. Parker. It would be a case of going out to follow through on 
all of the requests for grain. We would have to make a field in- 
spection. 

Mr. Zincxe. If you are so certain there is no need, would it not be 
merely to require some individual to say “No” to everything? 

Mr. Parker. We could. 

Mr. Zincke. With the fact that you feel that it would be necessary 
to investigate these, is it not entirely possible that some of the re- 
quests would be meritorious ? 

Mr. Parker. It is entirely possible, sure. 

Mr. Zincxe. If the request is meritorious, there is a need for the bill: 
is there not? 

Mr. Parker. What I think there, though, is that you have to make 
a field investigation of each case to be sure that it is meritorious. 

Mr. ZincKeE. If it were meritorious, then you would have no author- 
ity to-—— 

Mr. Parker. We have authority at present under existing regula- 
tions and law to take care of requests. 

Mr. Zincke. What regulations and what laws cover that? 

Mr. Parker. Well, part of Public Law 654 would take care of the 
depredation angle there. 

Mr. Zincke. We are not discussing depredations; are we? 

Mr. Parker. They would be tied in, in many instances. The two 
would be tied in. 

If I may refer the rest of your question to Mr. Findlay, acting 
chief, Branch of Game Management, back there for the additional 
authority we have. Findlay, will you tell me what additional 
authority we have. 

Mr. Frinxpiay. Our authority under the Migratory Bird Act to pre- 
serve the resource and take care of the birds would be suflicient author- 
ity to feed them to prevent starvation or want, 

Mr. Zincxe. But you have no specific statutory authority covering 
the feeding of birds; have you? 
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Mr. Parker. Other than Public Law 564. 

Mr. Z1ncxr. Which has to do solely and strictly with depredation 
cases. 

Mr. Parker. That is right. 

Mr. Zinckr. Now, you ‘advance as other objections to this bill the 
fact that the grain would be i improperly used to hold birds in a par- 
ticular loc -ality ; ; that the grain would be used for baiting, and that 
it would be diverted to livestock feeding. Can we assume that your 
agency would be so negligent as to permit those improper uses under 
this bill ? 

Mr. Parker. Those were listed, the latter one in particular was 
listed only as a possibility. I did not intend to imply that anyone 
~ cessarily making a request for it would use it for personal purposes, 
but there is that danger. 

Mr. Zinckr. We now have our hypothetical 10 agents investigating 
these, and it is to be assumed that there would be a degree of super- 
vision over the use. 

Under the circumstances, are we to assume that this grain is merely 
to be broadcast to anybody that asks for it, and to be used in any way 
possible, or are you people going to control it there ? 

Mr. Parker. We would have to control it. In so doing it would 
require that additional manpower be on the ground, first, to examine 
each of the areas and be out there in the distribution of it, and go 
back to check to see that it was used for the purposes intended, and, 
after we get many hundreds of those cases, the boys will just not be 
able to handle it all. 

Mr. Zincxe. If you did perform your job, there would be no ques- 
tion but that these objectionable practices could not occur; is that not 
correct ? 

Mr. Parker. Well, as you can visualize, it would be a tremendous 
task to try to fully carry out the provisions of the act. 

Mr. Zrincxe. Has it been your experience, in connection with the 
feedings, where there are depredations, that the grain has been utilized 
to hold birds? 

Mr. Parxer. I would like to refer that to Mr. Findlay in that I 
am not acquainted with the specific instance under which it was used. 

Mr. Findlay, can you answer that? 

Mr. Frxpiay. We only found one instance in which it was necessary 
to ask for this grain under the authority of that act. 

Mr. Zincxr. In that case, was the effect to hold the birds in the 
area ? 

Mr. Frnptay. It was on the wintering ground where it was held out 
of agricultural croplands long enough to prevent the depredations 
that were threatening. 

Mr. Zincxe. That grain did not serve as bait? 

Mr. Frnpiay. It was after the hunting season. 

Mr. Zincke. It was not diverted for livestock feed, was it then? 

Mr. Firnpiay. Not to the best of our knowledge. In that case, the 
area was very small, and we had the manpower there to watch it and 
control it. 

Mr. Zincxr. Mr. Parker, in view of the fact that you say there is 
no need because no birds are starving to death, why do you anticipate 
these unlimited demands and why do you antic ‘ipate this terrifically 
increased load upon your Department, if there is no need at all? 
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Mr. Parker. I think there is a general impression among people 
that birds need additional help. It isa humanitary gesture that we 
all engage in feeding birds. The question biologically is whether you 
need it or not, and “that we have not been able to come up with an 
answer indicating that we do need this additional artificial feeding. 
a in our whole program of refuges, we are attempting to take 

‘are of the birds as they go through their migration, by natural 
means. 

Mr. Zincxe. Since the Secretary of Interior has to make a finding 
that there is a need, if there is no such finding made by the Secretary 
there is no additional work load on your agency; is there? 

Mr. Parker. You would have to have the agents in the field to 
examine the conditions, to determine whether there was a need. 

Mr. Zincxe. Is that not part of his job, anyway? 

Mr. Parker. As I pointed out, we can visualize a tremendous in- 
crease in the number of inquiries or requests for feed. 

Mr. Zincxe. But, if there is no finding by the Secretary that feeding 
is required, then the request can be processed automatically. 

Mr. Parker. That is right. 

Mr. Zinckxe. The answer is “No” in every case, is it not? 

Mr. Parxer. Therefore the people asking for the feed would expect 
an investigation to determine the need for it. We would not be in a 
position from Washington to write and say “No, there is no need for 
vour feeding, wherever you happen to be.” 

Mr. Zincke. Are not your agents in the field supposed to be in a 
position to know the conditions of the birds right now, in every 
migration? Are they merely sitting in their offices, waiting for com- 
plaints, or are they out studying the situation with respect to the 
birds? 

Mr. Parker. They have many activities there that carry them into 
the field all of the time. 

Mr. Zincke. They are cognizant of the conditions, are they not, 
without formal investigations? 

Mr. Parker. When you realize there are 1 or 2 men per State at 
the present time, you can visualize it is practically a physical impos- 
sibility to try to get around in every case. 

Mr. Zinckr. Do they not receive reports from the State agents? 

Mr. Parker. Yes. 

Mr. Zinckxe. And could coordinate those reports ? 

Mr. Parker. Very definitely. 

Mr. Zincxe. And submit them to your Department? 

Mr. Parker. ‘That is right. 

Mr. Zincxe. Then there are more than 1 or 2 men on this project 
in each State, are there not, sir? 

Mr. Parker. The others would be State employees, and I am not 
in a position to say whether they would or they would not investigate 
conditions like this. 

Mr. Zinckxe. Do you not know whether they examine the condition 
of the birds as they go through their particular State? Do you not 
know that now ? 

Mr. Parker. As far as our own personnel; yes. 

Mr. ZincKe. Do you not get any reports from the State people? 

Mr. Parker. Yes, we do. 














12 DUCK FEEDING AND DUCK STAMP LEGISLATION 


Mr. Zincxe. Do you‘now know whether thosereports are accurate / 
Do you not check them? Do you not rely on them! 

Mr. Parker. I would think this; that the cooperation that is ex- 
tended between the State agents and our Federal agents to date is in 
the field of enforcement and general conditions of the migration, and 

do not think we could expect to require each of the State game 
wardens to go out and investigate each request for food for feeding. 

Mr. Zincxe. Is starvation not one of the elements in the general 
conditions of migration ? 

Mr. Parker. ‘That is right. 

Mr. Zincxe. If you get reports on the general conditions of migra- 
tion, you get reports on the conditions of the birds, whether they are 
adequately fed or not, do you not? 

Mr. Parker. As I indicated, we do not have any reports yet to point 
that there is any condition of starvation. 

Mr. Zincxe. Is that merely because there is no report or that the 
reports indicate that there is not? 

Mr. Parker. I think all studies to date indicate there are no condi- 
tions directly attributable to starvation. 

Mr. Zrncxe. Then you are presently getting those reports, are you 
not ? 

Mr. Parker. That is based on research studies and observations in 
the field. 

Mr. Zrncxe. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Crarx. Mr. Chairman, I w vould like to ask one question here. 

Mr. Boyxry. Mr. Clark. 

Mr. Ciark. You were stating about whether or not you know these 
local conditions. Your Secretary of the Interior, your Department, 
works in conjunction with the State ? 

Mr. Parker. That is right. 

Mr. Ciarx. They, in turn, work with the division or the district in 
their State and the district works with the local agencies in each dis- 
trict; is that not so? 

Mr. Parker. Are you speaking now of- 

Mr. Criark. On the local conditions, you said that it would be impos- 
sible for your agency to do that. I am just saying that you work in 
conjunction w ith all these other agencies / 

Mr. Parker. In each State, of course, there is a fish and game de- 
partment that has law-enforcement agents. Their primary concern 
is with their own particular fields of activity. However, we have 
excellent cooperation with various State fish and game departments in 
the enforcement of the game laws, and, as I indicated, we have 1 or 2 
men per State that it is not possible for us to get around to all areas 
of the State at all times. The primary concern of the States is with 
the enforcement of the State fish and game laws. 

Mr. Cuark. I know from experience in my own district that your 
State agencies and your local agencies work very ¢ -losely together and 
whenever there is any difficulty in the feeding of wildlife, all your 
agencies have to do is call in for a little help ‘from the local groups 
and they are more than willing to help feed the wildlife. 

You were talking that you paid $2,500 for a carload of grain going 
to the South. Do you have any idea what it costs to ship a carload or 
a shipload of grain overseas ? 

Mr. Parker. No; I do not have. 
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Mr. Ciarx. In comparison, the $2,500 is very, very cheap in saving 
the lives of these wildlife that is flying South and if and when these 
shiploads or carloads of grain go South or wherever they are needed, 
certainly your local agencies will be able to distribute the feed or the 
grain in order to take care of the situation; do you not think? 

Mr. Parker. When I was using these figures, these were based on 
our experience last year in this depredation problem, and I think in 
many instances we would find that we could buy the grain cheaper 
locally than attempting to buy it from the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration, because of the freight. 

Mr. Crark. Section 2, line 7, it states in there that it is up to the 
Secretary of the Interior when he feels that migratory birds are 
threatened by lack of sufficient food, that that is when he acts. 

So, actually, it is left up to him, by this bill. I think it is a good 
bill. It is just giving the Secretary of the Interior the go-ahead sig- 
nal that we, in turn, here in Congress, O. K. his actions, but want 
him to really do something about it. 

Mr. Parker. The only thing I was trying to point out there is that 
we do not have the force to go around and make all of these inquiries, 
and we would not be able to answer all of them to make that examina- 
tion of the facts. 

Mr. Cuark. Getting back to this same thing, just before I men- 
tioned the fact that you work with the State and the State works with 
the district and the district works with the local agencies, certainly 
they would be able to recognize when they have a wildlife situation 
as you were talking about before, where game needs the food very 
badly. 

Mr. Parker. I do not know what the thinking would be of all of 
the State fish and game departments, but I think it is generally con- 
ceded, that among wildlife people, feeding is not necessary, and I 
would visualize that most of the requests would come from interested 
laymen that would want to do something for the birds in their 
locality. It is only natural, as I indicated, we all do some feeding, 
because we figure we are helping the birds out. So I would visualize 
that most of the requests would come from sportsmen groups, garden 
groups, or interested laymen that would be directed to the service. 

Mr. Borxi1n. Mr. Parker, I personally think it is good legislation. 
IT am sorry to hear that the Interior Department is opposed to it, but, 
as Mr. Dingell had asked if there was any possible chance of amending 
the bill that would be acceptable to your Department, such as to charge 
the transportation and the handling to private organizations, have you 
thought of that? 

Mr. Parker. No; we have not explored that possibility. As to any 
amendment, I would like to suggest that we have an opportunity to 
study it first. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Dellay, any questions? 

Mr. Detiay. No. 

Mr. Boyxr. Mr. Allen? 

Mr. Auten. In your opinion, does the Department require more time 
to give a complete study to this situation ? 

Mr. Parker. No; I do not think so, as far as the general idea of the 
need for feeding. 

The question was asked with reference to amendments: Is there 
a possibility of amending that would make it easier to operate ? 

93570—57-——3 
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Mr. Atien. I was curious when you stated the report had not been 
approved yet, why we do not have a report in regular form, going 
through regular procedures ? 

Mr. Parker. I cannot answer that, sir. 

Mr. Aten. Should we not either have a report, or do you need 
further time? 

Mr. Parker. The Department is in the preparation of completing 
a report. 

Mr. Auten. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, we ought to have a re- 
port, under the circumstances, before we get into final action here. 

Mr. Dinceii. Mr. Chairman, could I also make this suggestion, that 
the report should include any suggested amendments which the De- 
partment could consider necessary to make this bill more palatable to 
the ee 

Mr. Parker. Mr. Dingell, I cannot tell you just where that report 
is at th present time, but it is in the final stage of preparation, or it 
may have already gone to the Secretary. I cannot answer that. 

Mr. Drnertt. My remarks are not critical of the Department. I 
want you to understand that. 

Mr. Parker. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Dincevxi. I know you folks are in the throes of reorganization 
down there, and I understand at the time things are rather difficult 
down there. I make no criticism of the Department. I want you 
to understand that. 

Mr. Parker. I appreciate that. As I say, I do not know where the 
final report is, whether we could pull it back or not. It may be on its 
way here—I do not know. 

Mr. Dineex. In fact, 1 might say your Secretary is doing a splendid 
job down there. 

Mr. Parker. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Boyxry. Mr. Parker, how long would it take you to get a report 
on this bill, and also suggest some ¢ amendments that would be acc ‘ept- 
able to your Department / 

Mr. Parker. | am not in a position to answer that at the moment. 

Mr. Boykin. Could you get it in the next week ? 

Mr. Zrncxe. I will follow that up. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Zincke will follow that up with your Department. 

We have the pleasure of having with us a good Congressman from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. Reuss, would you like to ask any questions ? 

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the privilege 
of asking questions on H. R. 6959. 

Let me say, first, I think it is a very meritorious bill, and I urge 
the subcommittee to consider it favorably. 

Last year the Congress passed—and it was signed into law—Public 
Law 654, of which I happened to be the author, which was ex: ictly 
like H. R. 6959, except it required, as Mr. Parker said, no grain 
unless the birds were committing crop depredations. I think that 
law is a good law, as far as it goes. However, I was aware when I 
introduced it that it was ver y narrow in scope, and experience under 
the law has made me believe that this new and broader law is nec- 
essary. 

I say that because so many of our Wisconsin sportsmen’s organiza- 
tions, through conservation groups, have been in touch with me in the 
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last 6 months saying: “Look, we cannot prove crop depredation, but 
we have in our neighborhood ducks and geese that are not getting 
enough to eat. Furthermore, we would like to establish nesting, 
breeding, and resting areas for these birds, not to shoot them, but to 
enlarge the Nation’s total duck supply.” 

And they very clearly bespoke themselves in favor of this law. 

I would like to ask you this question, Mr. Parker: 

You said that the Department is convinced that it can satisfactorily 
take care of all of the needs for feeding migratory birds that need feed 
out of the grain raised on our existing Federal refuges. Was that 

your testimony | : 

Mr. Parker. The Bureau, rather than the Department. 

Mr. Reuss. The Bureau? 

Mr. Parker. Yes. 

Mr. Reuss. Yes. 

I am familiar with the practices of the Bureau in raising grain on 
wildlife refuges. 

[ have been in the cornfields and grain fields. Would you agree 
with me that that is simply A-1, excellent corn and grain, w ith not 
a thing wrong with it? 

Mr. Parker. I do not quite follow you. 

Mr. Reuss. It is good, first-class grain; is it not? 

Mr. Parker. We are attempting to grow for bird feed; yes. 

Mr. Reuss. There is nothing wrong with it, no rat pellets, no 
weavils, perfectly fine stuff ¢ 

Mr. Parker. That is right. 

Mr. Reuss. Is it not singularly wasteful, Mr. Parker, for Uncle 
Sam to grow good grain that would have a good market price, and 

use that to feed the birds, and then refuse to take the deteriorated, 
soiled, weavil-lousy grain, which is absolutely valueless and make that 
available to the public and private organizations for feeding migra- 
tory birds that need it? Is that economy in government? 

Mr. Parker. May I answer it this way: Part, of course, of the pur- 
pose of growing grain on the refuges is to keep land open from the 
sti indpoint of use by wildlife. 

Secondly, it is a natural feeding process, rather than dumping it out 
on the ground. 

Mr. Reuss. Most of that grain growing in the refuges is actually 
left. to stand in Wisconsin and is eaten by the birds on the ground; is 
that not right ? 

Mr. Parker. That is right. 

Mr. Reuss. It did seem to me awfully wasteful to say that the 
Federal Government could carry on an adequate program of making 
grain available to the public and private organizations from the 
good first class grain that it grows, and at the same time to spurn 
and refuse weevil-infested stuff that cannot be used for human con- 
sumption and is valueless. 

Mr. Parker. When I indicated that we did have it available, it 
is with this in mind—that the amount of feeding that we would have 
to do is insignificant, 

Mr. Reuss. My second and last question is this: 

You testified, I believe, that. one of the reasons that the Department 
is against H. R. 6959 is that the costof transportation of this spotled, 








16 DUCK FEEDING AND DUCK STAMP LEGISLATION 


unfit for human consumption, grain, from the granary to the place 
where it is to be used for feeding migratory birds would be very con- 
siderable or excessive; is that not correct ? 

Mr. Parker. The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife would 
be obliged to pay that. 

Mr. Reuss. I think if you will read the bill with me, you will find 
that the basic assumption of the Bureau is totally incorrect, and that 
is not correct. 

Would you turn to page 2 of the bill, lines 3 and 4, and I will read: 

With respect to any grain thus made available, the Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration may pay packaging, transporting, handling, and other charges up to 
the time of delivery to one or more designated locations in each State. 
the word “may” is not the word “must” and means to me this bill 
clearly envisages that the Government could pass a suitable regula- 
tion saying that because of the transportation cost, while it is willing 
to make the worthless grain available for free, it would require the 
recipients to pay the costs, which would take care of this argument. 

Is that not a fact ? 

Mr. Parker. In section 3 it says: 

With respect to all grain made available, pursuant to section 2, the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation shall be reimbursed by the Secretary of the Interior 
for its expenses in packaging and transporting such grain for the purposes 
of this act. 

Mr. Reuss. Yes. But by appropriate regulations there are no ex- 
penses because if the user is charged, as he very properly might be, 
it seems to me, for the cost of transporting, then the Department of 
Interior would not have to do any reimbursing, would it ? 

Mr. Parker. I was reading into this last part that I quoted the 
words “shall be reimbursed.” I assume that that is a directive. 

Mr. Reuss. I think, sir, the Department misread the bill, and 
erected a bogeyman that does not exist. 

If this language is clarified to the full satisfaction of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, so that it is completely clear that it either may 
or may not pay the cost of transportation, then the objection of the 
Deparment to the bill would disappear, would it not ? 

Mr. Parker. That particular one—yes. 

Mr. Reuss. Thank you. 

Mr. Borxrn. Any questions? 

There are no further questions. You are excused. Thank you ever 
so much, Mr. Parker, for your appearance before the committee this 
morning. 

The next witness will be Mr. Callison, of the National Wildlife 
Federation. 

Mr. Callison, will you give your name, and whom you represent, 
to the committee and the reporter ? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. CALLISON, CONSERVATION DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Catuison. Mr. Chairman, my name is Charles H. Callison, and 
I am Conservation Director of the National Wildlife Federation, 
which is a national organization composed of State Wildlife Federa- 
tions and Sportsmen Leagues. 














DUCK FEEDING AND DUCK STAMP LEGISLATION 17 


I should like to make my testimony on H. R. 6959 very brief, be- 
cause I know the committee has other important legislation before it 
that we are all interested in. 

We should like to endorse in principle the objectives of H. R. 6959, 
and suggest that if revision is made of it by the committee, that its 
provisions be broadened to include all wildlife conservation and man- 
agement purposes. 

My purpose in making that recommendation is that there are 
a number of State game and fish agencies that have indicated to me 
that they would be in a position to make good use of surplus grain 
stocks held by the Commodity Credit Corporation for their man- 
agement programs, having to do with resident wildlife, such as wild 
turke “ys and other game birds. H. R. 6959 confines the use of this 
grain to migratory birds, which would be primarily waterfowl. 

[ would like the committee to know that Congressman Watts of 
Kentucky has been interested in a bill of this kind, and some time 
ago sought the opinion of the National Wildlife Federation on it and, 
at his request, we queried a number of the State game and fish depart- 
ments, about a dozen, that. we considered to be representative State 
agencies. The replies by the directors of the State game and fish 
departments were overwhelmingly in favor of such a bill that would 
be broad enough to permit the transfer of surplus grain to the State 
game and fish departments for general wildlife conservation and 
management purposes, which would, of course, include migratory 
bird management. 

Mr. Chairman, that is all I have to say on the bill. 

Mr. Watts told me, when I asked him this morning what he 
planned to do with the bill he had under consideration, that he would 
introduce it. The language is similar to H. R. 6959. 

Its provisions are almost identical except that it would be broader 
and the National Wildlife Federation would recommend that H. R. 
6959 be amended also to broaden its provisions in that respect. 

Mr. Borxrn. Mr. Callison, do I understand that the National Wild- 
life Federation is for this legislation ? 

Mr. Cauuison. Yes, we are for it, and recommend that its provi- 
sions be broadened to permit the use of these surplus grains by State 
game and fish agencies for other wildlife, in addition to migratory 
birds. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Borxrn. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Arien. Mr. Callison, as I read the bill, the expense of obtain- 
ing the grain would fall pretty evenly on the taxpayer generally. 

Does your correspondence indicate that the use of the grain would 
be made on a fairly proportionate basis by all 48 States, or would 
there be some States making greater demand than others? 

Mr. Catruison. I expect that some States would make greater de- 
mands than others, depending on conditions in those States. Mr. 
Seth Gordon was one of the individuals that replied to my inquiry 
and he indicated that he would like to see eae such legislation, and 
would make good use of some of these grains in California. 

Mr. Aten. All right. I anticipate with pleasure having Nevada 
pay for something that goes into California. 

I was wondering how general that was going to be. 
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Mr. Catxison. I cannot tell you. I did not have time and did not 
attempt to make a survey of all of the States. I say I selected about 
a dozen that I considered representative, of different parts of the 
country, just to see what their reaction would be, and I think in every 
instance except one, these State departments that I queried said 
that they would probably find use for the grains and would weleome 
such legislation. 

Mr. Auten. Would you anticipate that there would be any unfair- 
ness in the distribution, whether there would be any conditions re- 
lated that would result in some States paying for a program and hav- 
ing no benefit from it, and other States getting benefits far in excess 
of what they were paying for? 

Mr. Carson. I do not anticipate that any of us would ever have 
any complaints. I think we could rationalize that it might be unfair 
and that some States would be paying for more of the bill with the 
other States benefiting, insofar as resident wildlife is concerned. I 
can hardly see anyone making an issue out of that. I do not think 
it will ever be a big program, with any huge volumes of grain diverted 
into this purpose. I think it is a commendable purpose, and I think 
all of us know there are two objectives of the bill, (1) to get rid of 
some of the surplus grains, and (2) to help out in the wildlife 
preservation program. 

Mr. Auten. I have one other question. I am not familiar with the 
mechanics of the Commodity Credit Corporation accounting pro- 
cedures, but would this situation prevail with Commodity Credit 
Corporation starting the grain out at its purchase price as good grain 
and then getting a ‘Teimbursement of its capital impairment at that 
price, alhough the grain itself if it were spoiled or depreciated grain, 
would be worth far less? 

Mr. Cauuison. I am not certain I understood your question, sir. 

Were you asking could or should the ¢ ‘ommodity Credit Corpora- 
tion sell the grain to the State agencies at the market price? 

Mr. Auten. I am trying to find out what the Department is going 
to pay for the loss in agriculture. 

Mr. Causison. Agriculture is going to pay for it, under this bill. 
It is just going to be like some of the other more or less gift uses of 
this grain. 

Mr. Auxen. I noticed the other day in the Agriculture bill, one of 
the items, where they had sold grain at less than the acquisition cost, 
with an appropriation from general funds to restore the impairment 
of capital. I do not know under this bill, whether we would be taking 
money from the Interior Department to restore the Commodity Credit 
Corporation capital or not. 

Mr. Cauiison. I believe, under this bill, any reimbursement from 
Interior would be the cost of handling, shipping, and packaging, and 
so forth. 

Mr. Atien. And not the cost of the grain itself? 

Mr. Cauuison. Not the cost of the grain. That is not the way I 
read the bill. 

Mr. Auten. I just want to keep Interior’s funds in Interior. 

Mr. Boyx1ny. If there are no further questions, I want to thank you; 
Mr. Callison, for your appearance here. 

Mr. Catuison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the 
committee. 
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Mr. Boykin. I want to announce to the members and the witnesses 
that the Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation has 
several bills before it and we want to clean them up within the next 
week, because we are coming too near the close of the session. 

We have three bills. We have H. R. 6959 and two other bills that 
we would like to clean up this morning before we go before the House, 
because you know the committee cannot meet during the important 
session we have in the House this afternoon. 

So, I am going to ask the witnesses to be very brief, and if they 
have any testimony they want to put in the record, we will hold the 
record open for about 10 days and you will be able to put your remarks 
in there. 

The next witness will be Mr. John Findlay, of the Bureau of Sport 
Fisheries and Wildlife, of Interior. 

Mr. Findlay, do you want to say anything? 

Mr. Finpiay. Nothing further than what Mr. Parker has said. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you. That will help us an awful lot. 

We have as our next witness, Mr. Gutermuth. Will you take the 
stand, and be as brief as possible, please? Give your name, and whom 
you represent, to the reporter. 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 


Mr. Gurermutu. Mr. Chairman, I am C. R. Gutermuth, vice presi- 
dent of Wildlife Management Institute, a national membership 
organization, whose program has been dedicated to the restoration 
and wise management of natural resources in the public interest since 
1911. 

awe institute appreciates this opportunity to comment on H. R. 
6959. Asthe committee knows, the responsibility for carrying out the 
shligutions of the United States, under the terms of the migratory 
bird treaties with Great Britain and Mexico, is vested in the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the Interior. 

That Federal agency manages and provides for waterfowl! and other 
migratory birds under various laws enacted by Congress to implement 
the treaties and advance specific phases of a national waterfowl 
program. 

If the Secretary of the Interior does not already have the general 
authority expressed in H. R. 6959, he should be empowered to 
supplement natural supplies of feed whenever and wherever it is 
determined that such action is needed. 

Migratory waterfowl] are strong flyers, and are capable of under- 
taking lengthy daily flights to fulfill their food and water require- 
ments. Neither through the institute’s regional field staff, the two 
waterfowl research stations that it operates in Canada, nor in its 
close liaison with the State game departments and the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, have we been able to uncover any sig- 
nificant instances of ducks and geese perishing for want of sufficient 
natural feed. 

Under the authority of Public Law 654, 84th Congress, the See- 
retary of the Interior can obtain wheat, corn, and other grains from 
the Commodity Credit Corporation for the purpose of luring water- 
fowl from areas where they may be feeding extensively on cultivated 
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crops. The same as with Public Law 654, this proposal, H. R. 6959, 
seems to give the public the impression that the surplus g grains, un- 
fit for human consumption, can be made available at little or no cost 
to the Secretary of the Interior. 

The limited experience of the Fish and Wildlife Service under the 
terms of Public ee 654 indicates that the procedure can be costly, 
however. 

Both the public law and H. R. 6959 instruct the Secretary of the 
Interior to reimburse the CCC for packaging and transportation 
costs in making the grains available. 

In the one instance that it obtained two carloads of grain from the 
CCC for use on a crop depredation problem in the eastern United 
States last year, the grain was shipped from a midwestern supply 
point and ie: “pack caging and transporting” costs exceeded several 
hundred dollars. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service already raises grain on its refuges 
as one means of developing the refuges for maximum wildlife use. 
Some of the grain is left standing in the refuge fields for immediate 
use and other is stored for future refuge use. 

It is my understanding that the Service can raise sufficient quan- 
tities of grain to take care of the more serious depredation and supple- 
mental feeding activities. 

Feeding programs generally receive enthusiastic endorsement from 
sportsmen and other interested in wildlife resources. Those persons 
get an understandable feeling of accomplishment from providing 
feed for wildlife. 

Equally apparent also is the fact that the public frequently mis- 
understands the reasons for and the proper methods of providing 
supplemental feed for wildlife. 

Should this committee in its judgment determine that the Secre- 
tary of the Interior should have the specific authority contained in 
H.R. 6959, the institute believes that the committee definitely should 
provide guidelines in the form of clear and concise directives to the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

These guidelines will increase the public understanding of the 
objectives of the proposal, and also will give assurance that any and 
all activities carried on under its authority will not deviate from the 
intent and purpose of the act. 

The institute believes that the guidelines might well include: 

(1) Supplemental feed should not be made available to waterfowl 
until after the termination of the shooting season. 

(2) No feeding should be undertaken unless there is evidence of 
an Po and significant shortage of natural waterfowl food. 

(3) No feeding should be done that would infiuence ducks and 
geese to remain north of their usual vi intering grounds. 

(4) All feeding that is undertaken should be done under the super- 
vision of appropriate Federal and/or State authorities on either 
Federal or State refuge lands. 

The institute does not oppose this legislation, but we do suggest 
to the committee that specific guidelines be provided in the bill to the 
Secretary of the Interior for the carrying out of the intent and pur- 
pose of this bill. Probably the most serious problem with which the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service is confronted in the carrying 
out of the waterfowl program is feeding and baiting. Consequently, 
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if specific authorization of this kind is given, we do think that the 
directive should be therefore defined quite clearly in the bill. 

Other than that we have no further comment. 

Mr. Boykin. Any questions, gentlemen ? 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boyxin. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. AtLEN. Mr. Gutermuth, it would seem to me that in these fly- 
away situations where you have a whole series of States on the north 
and south axis all in one flyaway, that there would be a possible danger 
in relying too much on the information of the individual States. “Tt 
would be quite natural that they would all hold out in favor of hold- 
ing the birds as far north as possible, I would think. Each Northern 
State might be subject to that situation. Would you think there 
would be any such possibility ? 

Mr. Gurermuru. Very definitely there is, Mr. Allen, and we recom- 

mended as one of the guidelines that are prov ided in my statement 
that it be provided that feeding not be done in a way that would 
tend to hold the birds north or delay their flight south. 

That is just one of the many problems that would have to be dealt 
with in the carrying out of a feeding program of this kind. 

I brought out that neither with our regional field staff, and the 
institute operates two of the most important waterfowl research sta- 
tions on the continent, one at Delta, Manitoba, the other at Frederic- 
ton, New Brunswick, do we know of any instances of where ducks and 
geese are actually per ishing or really suffering any serious malnutri- 
tion because of a shortage of natural feed. They are strong flyers. 
ae can go considerable distances each day for food and water, and 
we find no real serious problem. 

That does not mean, however, that there are not instances, as Mr. 
Callison has brought out. Mr. Dingell mentioned one area in ques- 
tion. There are some in Canada. I know of instances of where birds 
have stayed in open water areas until the territory way to the south 
had frozen completely, and the birds found themselves in a difficult 
situation. You have such conditions it is true, but this feeding con- 
templates expense, Mr. Chairman, and while we do not condone the 
sending of grain to far-off countries, and we do want waste grain 
utilized, waterfowl feeding does contemplate extra expense. Where 
will the additional money come from ? 

One other thought I would like to mention in substantiation of what 
Mr. Parker said: 

Now, this is going to entail considerable extra work on the part of 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. There is no doubt about 
it. When the service gets individual requests from different people, 
those things must receive consideration by a Federal agency. The 
officials cannot merely sit at a desk in Washington and decide. I do 
not care how good their reports are on particular areas, the people 
are going to demand attention and they are going to have to investi- 
gate these cases, and that is going to take manpower ard it is going to 
take time. All this is going to entail considerable additional expense, 
in addition to the actual paying of the transportation for grain, and 
so forth. 

Mr. Boyrxrn. If there are no further questions, thank you, Mr. 
Gutermuth. 


93570—57——-4 
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Are there any other witnesses that want to be heard on H. R. 6959? 

That concludes the hearings on that bill. As I said, the record will 
be open for 10 days. 

The next bill is H. R. 6691, introduced by Mr. Reuss, of Wisconsin. 

(The bill referred to follows :) 


[H. R. 6691, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize a ten-year program for acquiring national migratory-bird refuges 
and areas 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 4 of the Migratory Bird Hunting 
Stamp Act of March 16, 1984 (48 Stat. 451; 16 U. S. C. 718d), as amended, is 
further amended to read as follows: 

“All moneys received for such stamps shall be accounted for by the Post Office 
Department and paid into the Treasury of the United States, and shall be 
reserved and set aside as a special fund to be known as the Migratory Bird Con- 
servation Fund, to be administered by the Secretary of the Interior. There 
shall in addition be deposited into such Fund all money received from the sale 
or other disposition of surplus wildlife or of timber, hay, grass, or other spon- 
taneous products of the soil, shell, sand or gravel, or from oil or minerals, or from 
other privileges on refuges established under sections 715—715d, 715e, 715f-715k 
and 7151-715r of this title or under any other law, proclamation, or executive 
order, administered by the Fish and Wildlife Service of the United States 
Department of the Interior, less money paid out to counties pursuant to section 
715s of this title. All moneys received into such fund are appropriated for the 
acquisition, by purchase, lease (without being subject to the limitation on im- 
provements contained in Revised Statutes, section 355, of June 28, 1930), con- 
demnation or otherwise, of suitable areas, in the United States or in Canada, for 
migratory-bird management areas, refuges, reservations, or breeding grounds, 
and shall be available therefor until expended. The Secretary of the Interior 
shall acquire such areas at such a rate as to add to the Federal system as close 
to 400,000 acres a year as possible for each of the ten years following fiscal 1957. 
If the sums herewith made available shall in any year prove insufficient for this 
purpose of acquisition, the Secretary of the Interior shall so advise the Congress: 
Provided, That in the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior not to exceed 
50 per centum at any one time, of any area acquired in accordance with the 
provisions of sections 718—718h of this title, may be administered primarily as a 
wildlife management area not subject to the prohibitions against the taking of 
birds, or nests or the eggs thereof, as contained in section 715i of this title, except 
that no such area shall be open to the shooting of migratory birds when the popu- 
lation of such birds frequenting the area or in the migrations utilizing such 
area is on a decline, nor prior to the date upon which the same has been fully 
developed as a management area, refuge, reservation, or breeding ground. 

Sec. 2. Section 2 of the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of March 16, 1984 
(48 Stat. 451; 16 U. S. C. 718b), as amended, is further amended by striking the 
words “‘two dollars” and inserting the words “three dollars”. 


Mr. Boykin. We will hear from Mr. Reuss. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY S. REUSS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the privilege of appear- 
ing before this distinguished subcommittee. I have a prepared state- 
ment in behalf of H. R. 6691 which, with the Chair’s consent I would 
ask be made part of the record. 

Mr. Boykin. Without objection, so ordered. 
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(The statement referred to follows :) 
STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE HENRY S. REUSS (WISCONSIN) 


A quarter of a century ago the Federal Government estimated that we would 
need at least 1214 million acres of migratory waterfowl refuges if we were to 
preserve what is left of our wild ducks and geese for the next generation. But 
today the 200 Federal waterfowl refuges contain only 3,370,000 acres, an amount 
that has remained relatively constant since 1940. To carry out the 1214-million- 
acre program, the Federal Government must acquire an additional 4 million 
aeres and State governments an additional 5 million acres. 

H. R. 6691 seeks to set up a 10-year Federal program, Operation Waterfowl, 
for acquiring the indicated 4 million federally owned acres. Operation Water- 
fowl would do for wildlife refuges what Mission 66 of the National Park Service 
will do for the national parks and what the National Forest Service’s 5-year 
program will do for the national forests. 

H. R. 6691 is designed to furnish guidelines for a 10-year program for acquir- 
ing as close to the goal of 4 million additional acres of refuge as possible. It 
directs the Secretary of the Interior to acquire such areas at a rate approximating 
400,000 acres a year for each of the 10 years following fiscal 1957. The Secre- 
tary is further directed to notify Congress if his program is lagging. H. R. 6691 
would make such a program possible by seeing that adequate funds are made 
available for acquisition, and that they are spent as economically and efficiently 
as possible. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service currently estimates the cost of acquiring the 
Federal Government’s 4 million acres at an average of $40 an acre, or a total of 
$160 million for the Federal program. H. R. 6691, basically, does two things: 
(1) it devotes something in excess of $100 million in the next 10 years to Federal 
refuge acquisition, every cent of it supplied not by appropriated funds but by the 
hunters themselves and by proceeds from refuges; (2) it minimizes the shortfall 
from the $160 million estimated cost of the acreage by saving and land acquisition 
costs; all to the end that the 10-year program can actually acquire as close to the 
4-million-acre goal as possible. 

The $100 million plus for refuge acquisition under H. R. 6691 would be obtained 
from the following three sources. 

1. Use of all duck stamp receipts for refuge acquisition.—The Norbeck-Ander- 
son Duck Stamp Act of March 16, 1934, had as its stated object “the acquisition 
of areas of land and of water to furnish in perpetuity reserves for the adequate 
protection of such birds.” Through the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, col- 
lections from the sale of duck stamps totaled $49,435,423. Of this.amount, only 
$4,392,167, or a little more than 8 percent of the total, was used to purchase 
acreage. The remaining 92 percent was spent to administer and develop the 
approximately 31% million acres in existing refuges, for research, and to pay for 
the production of the stamps themselves. Because of this diversion from the 
acquisition program of 92 percent of total duck-stamp receipts, only 264,729 of 
the Nation’s 3% million acres in existing refuges have been purchased from 
duck-stamp receipts. This is at the rate of about 12,000 acres a year since the 
start of the program. At this rate, it will take 333 years to acquire the 4 mil- 
lion acres which the Fish and Wildlife Service specifies as its minimum pro- 
gram. Several centuries before that, the last waterfowl will have vanished 
from the North American Continent. H. R. 6691 provides that all of the duck- 
stamp funds contributed by the hunters of this country, not merely a fraction, 
shall be devoted to refuge acquisition. 

2. Increasing the duck stamp from $2 to $3.—Duck stamps were raised from 
$1 to $2 in 1949 without causing any appreciable dropoff in sales. H. R. 6691 
would increase the fee to $3. In addition, H. R. 6691 raises to 50 percent. 
from 25 percent the portion of a wildlife area which may be managed for hunt- 
ing, rather than held as an inviolate refuge. Hunters will willingly pay this 
increased cost if they have ironclad assurance, as H. R. 6691 gives them, that 
the proceeds will be used for acquiring refuges, and not diverted to some other 
purpose. In his letter to me of April 13, 1957, Les Woerpel, executive secretary 
of the Wisconsin Federation of Conservation Clubs, consisting of more than 300 
Wisconsin conservation organizations, writes: 

“I am sure that most sportsmen who hunt ducks wouldn’t object to the stamp 
fee if they knew that the original aim of the duck stamp was finally going to be 
carried out. I know that many will object very much to any raise that doesn’t 
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give them that assurance. It is my hope that Congress will back your bill and 
pass it at this session.” 

On April 9, 1957, the Milwaukee County Conservation Alliance, consisting of 
more than 40 conservation organizations, also unanimously approved H. R. 6691 
and the $3 fee. 

During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, 2144 million hunters purchased 
duck stamps. If the number of duck-stamp purchasers for the next 10 years 
averages 2% million a year, a conservative estimate in view of increasing inter- 
est in hunting, receipts from this source, at $3 a stamp, would be $8,2500,000 
annually. 

3. Use of proceeds of goods and services from refuges, such as hay, furs, oil, 
timber, minerals, for refuge acquisition—Receipts from these sources in fiscal 
1956 were $2,285,218.79 (from which 25 percent must be deducted for in lieu 
payments to counties under 16 U. 8S. C., sec. 715s) ; in fiscal 1955, $2,188,612.41; 
in fiscal 1954, $2,257,411.76. It may reasonably be assumed that annual net pro- 
ceeds over the next 10 years will average $214 million, thus yielding a total of 
$10% million annually, or $105 million over the 10-year period. H. R. 6691 pro- 
vides that these net proceeds shall be used for acquisition. 

The use of duck-stamp funds and proceeds from the sale of goods and services 
exclusively for refuge acquisition will require that expenditures now financed by 
these receipts will have to be met by direct appropriations. Proceeds of the 
sale of goods and services are currently not used at all for refuge acquisition. 
Of the $4,739,760 received from duck stamps in fiscal 1956, about $1 million was 
used for refuge acquisition, the remainder to administer other aspects of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service program, totaling somewhere between $3 and $4 
million. There is no reason why Congress should not address itself annually to 
the need for making annual appropriations in approximately these amounts for 
valid Fish and Wildlife services. Furthermore, when the refuge acquisition 
program is completed in 10 years, the revenues from duck stamps and from sales 
of goods and services will then be available for general Treasury purposes, if 
Congress so directs. 

The shortfall between the $105 million envisaged and the $160 million esti- 
mated cost of acquisition, at $40 an acre, can be met in several ways. For one 
thing, the conservation reserve program set up under the Soil Bank Act of 1956 
may accomplish the creation of unexpected acreages of wetlands. Further aug- 
mentation of the supply of wetlands can be expected if and when the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture curtails its program of marsh drainage when it interferes, 
as it frequently does, with sound conservation practices. 

H. R. 6691 would attempt to cut down the dollar cost of acquiring the 4 mil- 
lion acres by two methods: 

1. Acquiring land by lease and condemnation.—H. R. 6691 expressly gives the 
right to acquire by condemnation, which is not entirely clear under existing 
legislation. It also permits acquisition by leasing, and eliminates the present 
administrative restriction that leased land cannot be the subject of improve- 
ment. (See Rev. Stat. sec. 355 of June 28, 1930; Comptroller General’s Deci- 
sions A—98408, March 20, 1939.) Obviously, it may in many cases be more 
economical for the acquisition program to proceed by long-term leasing rather 
than purchase of refuges that were owned outright by Uncle Sam. This would 
be particularly true of areas around the periphery. 

2. Acquiring land in Canada as well as in the United States—H. R. 6691 
expressly authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to acquire land in Canada 
as well as in the United States. Canadian duck-breeding areas are available 
today at considerably lower cost per acre than is the case in the United States. 
Since Canadian-bred ducks and geese are just as available to United States 
hunters and waters as United States-bred waterfowl, it may in many instances 
be good business judgment to erect a refuge in Canada rather than in the United 
States. International details would have to be worked out between this country 
and Canada. Experiences in international cooperation between this country and 
Canada with respect to the sea lamprey, the St. Lawrence seaway, and the 
distant early warning system of air defense should prove invaluable in working 
out an international system of refuges. 

I am sure that H. R. 6691 can be greatly expanded and improved. I am 
equally sure that, because of the great increases in pressure by hunting and in 
the cost of land acquisition which are bound to come in the next 10 years, 
only such a massive effort to restore waterfowl habitat as H. R. 6691 envisages 
ean save our migratory waterfowl for the next generation. 
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Mr. Reuss. And then I will be able to summarize very briefly 
the arithmetic of H. R. 6691. 

Mr. Boyxrn. That will be fine. 

Mr. Reuss. This bill, Mr. Chairman, like the excellent bill offered 
by Mr. Dingell, H. R. "5817, is a comprehensive attempt to set up a 
long-term 10- year program to make the ideal of the Fish and Wild- 
life Service for a program of waterfowl refuges a reality. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has for the last 25 years estimated 
that there needs to be an additional 4 million acres of Federal 
wildlife refuges, about double what we now have here. That is a most 
modest estimate. 

It has not taken account of the great increase of population and 
hunting pressure and the terrible decimation of our breeding and 
nesting areas through the drainage and similar programs, in the 
last 10 or 15 years. 

I think, therefore, it is a very conservative estimate. 

How much would it cost the Federal Government to open up these 
4 million additional refuges ? 

The Fish and Wildlife Service estimates that it would cost an 
average of $40 an acre to buy these refuges, which makes a total of 
$160 million. 

The arithmetic of H. R. 6691 is briefly as follows: 

It would, over a 10-year period, devote about $100 million toward 
this acquisition purpose, none of it, incidentally, raised through direct 
appropriations. 

The short fall between the $160 million estimated and the $100 
million that would be provided by my bill is sought to be met by 

various dollar-saving devices. 

First, how do we get the $100 million or $105 million? We get 
it from three sources. 

(1) Use of all duck-stamp receipts for refuge acquisition. That 
was what was originally intended by the act of 1934. Sportsmen have 
been alarmed by the fact that in practice, only 8 percent of duck-stamp 
receipts have been used for refuge ac quisition. Many excellent bills, 
including one by Representative Johnson of Wisconsin, have been 
introduced to earmark a lar ger share of duck-stamp revenues for refuge 
acquisition. My bill goes farther and recognizes the original intent 
of the drafters of the 1934 act and s says to put it all in. 

Secondly, I would increase the duck-stamp fees from $2 to $3. I 
firmly believe that American sportsmen would be willing to pay this 
extra $1 charge if they received some sport in return for it. 

Since this bill dedicates the entire duck-stamp revenues to this pur- 
pose, I believe that it would have just that effect. In fact, the Wis- 
consin Federation of Conservation Clubs, which comprises more than 
300 sportsmen’s organizations, in endorsing my bill has written in the 
words of the executive secretary, Mr. Les Woerpel: 

I am sure that most sportsmen who hunt ducks wouldn’t object to the stamp 
fee if they knew that the original aim of the duck stamp was finally going to 
be carried out. 

Similarily, the Milwaukee County Conservation Alliance, which 
consists of more than 40 conservation organizations, has endorsed the 
bill, saying that duck hunters will gladly pay the additional fee if for 
a change their contributions are re ally going for the purpose of build- 
ing up a real system of refuges. 
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The third source of funds would be to use the proceeds of the sale 
of goods and services from the refuges, such as hay, furs, oil, timber, 
or minerals for this acquisition purpose, 

I estimate that those proceeds are going to average around $214 
million a year and together with the $3 duck stamp fee, there should be 
around $10,500,000 a year, or $105 million over a 10-year period. 

Now, how to make up the shortfall between the $105 million and the 
$160 million ? 

In the first place, I hope that the soil bank reinvigorated, I trust, 
in the years to come will mean that many farmers will be induced to 
keep or return wetlands to their proper wildlife habitat function. 

I would hope, too, that the Department of Agriculture would take 
another look at its wetland drainage program and see to it that the 
purpose of conserving our wildlife is not lost sight of there. 

In addition to these broad w ays of getting more acres for a dollar, 
H. R. 6691 he 1s two specific methods : 

One, it allows the acquisition of land for the refuges, not just by 
purchase but also by condemnation and by lease. Under existing law. 
while the Government can lease land for refuge purposes, it cannot 
erect any structures on them, and it has seemed to those of us who have 
studied the problem that an amendment to the law which lets the 
Government buy or lease as seems most economical, or buy the central 
part of a refuge and lease around the periphery, may be a method of 
acquiring more acres for the same amount of money. 

Secondly, my bill would authorize the acquisition of the refuges, 
not just in the United States but if it would be more economical in our 
sister state of Canada. Acreage that is very valuable for wildlife 
production purposes is available in Canada for far less per acre than 
in this country. Since we have shown ability to get along with our 
good neighbor to the north with respect to the St. Lawrence Seaway, 
with respect to distant early-warning systems of air defense warning, 
and with respect to exterminating the sea lamprey, I would hope that 
a cooperative program could be worked out so that American dollars 
could be stretched farther by being able to be spent in Canada. 

That, gentlemen, is the arithmetic of H. R. 6691. It is a modest 
attempt to do what I believe needs to be done to set up for operation 
waterfowl for our migratory resources, what Mission 66, adopted by 
Congress, sets up for our national parks, and what Mission Forest 
Service sets up for our national forests. 

I believe that legislation along the lines of the bills introduced by 
Mr. Dingell and myself can be worked out by your fine subcommittee, 
and by the Merchant Marine and Fisheries committee, and passed by 
Congress, and a great forward step in conservation will have been 
taken. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boyxr1n. Thank you, Mr. Reuss, for an excellent presentation 
in regard to the bill that you have introduced. 

You claim that there would be no opposition from the sportsmen 
organizations as to the increase in the duck-stamp fees of a dollar. 
You have taken that up with the sportsmen organizations, I believe? 

Mr. Reuss. I have the unanimous approval of all the conservation 
organizations in my home State of Wisconsin. 

However, the national organizations, such as the Wildlife Manage- 


ment Institute, the Wildlife Federation, the Izaak Walton League, 
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will, I believe, submit their own statements, and I think they must 
speak for themselves on that. 

Mr. Boykin. Fine. We will hear from them later on. 

Mr. Allen, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. AuLEN. No. 

Mr. Borxrn. Mr. Dingell? 

Mr. Dincein. Justa brief question, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to compliment our distinguished colleague here, Mr. 
Reuss, on a very fine statement and a very fine bill. I happen to = 
an author of a somewhat similar bill, but I must confess, myself, I wa 
very pleasantly surprised by the very careful thought and couaidlee- 
tion that has gone into this bill by our good friend here. 

I think it shows that he is a real conservationist and that his efforts, 
in fact, in the past, have already been considerable to improve conser- 
vation by the Reuss bill of last year, which we discussed earlier in this 
committee this morning, which became law, and which has done a 
great deal for wildlife, “wildfow l, and conservation, and also for the 
farmers. 

So, I would just like to congratulate you, Mr. Reuss, on your splen- 
did record as a conservationist, and fine interest that you have in this 
subject. 

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Dingell. 

Mr. Boykin. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Crark. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Clark. 

Mr. Cuark. First, I want to compliment the gentleman from Wis- 
consin on his very fine presentation of this bill, but I have a couple 
of questions that I would like to ask you, Mr. Reuss. 

As I understand it, in your program, it would not require any appro- 
priation, is that right ? 

Mr. Reuss. That is correct. It would be paid for entirely with 
duck-stamp funds and proceeds from the refuges. 

Mr. Ciarx. How would we meet the costs of enforcing the game 
laws and maintaining these refuges ? 

Mr. Reuss. That would have to be met from direc ‘t appropriations. 

For example, last year, the Fish and Wildlife Service used between 
$3 million and $4 million worth of due k-stamp funds for the purposes 
you mentioned. Now, Congress would have to face up to that problem 
directly, and make suitable appropriations for those purposes. 

I myself believe that Congress is fully prepared to do so. These 
are worthwhile public purposes, and shou!d be met by annual appro- 
priations. 

I believe, however, that duck-stamp fees paid by sportsmen them- 
selves can well be channeled directly into acquisitions. 

Mr. Crark. I think you are right, Mr. Reuss. 

That is all. 

Mr. Atten. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Borxrn. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Atien. Mr. Reuss, I notice on page 2, line 10, you use the words 
“all moneys received into such fund are ‘appropri: ated’ for the acquisi- 
tion,” et cetera. I do not remember ever having seen that language 
in a bill out of this committee before. I am curious whether it would 
be subject to a point of order. 
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Mr. Reuss. You make a point which I think is very cogent, sir, and 
I would hope that the counsel could reassure you on that. 

However, let me say that this language that you just read from 
line 10, I lifted verbatim from the existing Migratory Bird Huntin 
Stamp ‘Act, which I believe did originate in this committee. I aaeatt 
would perhaps not have used the word “: appropriated,” because really 
we are not appropriating, we are channeling or directing, but, in order 
to avoid a point of order, or at least having to argue a ‘point "of or der, 
it might be very well, in the committee’s deliberations, to consider 
changing that word to the word “channeled” or “directed.” 

Mr. Auten. Thank you. 

Mr. Boyxrn. If there are no further questions, thank you, Mr. 
Reuss. The next witness will be the Congressman from Wisconsin, 
Mr. Johnson, please. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LESTER R. JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
have introduced in this session a duck-stamp bill known as H. R. 3632, 
which is similar to a bill introduced in 1955, H. R. 2142. 

I am appearing here this morning not in favor of any particular 
legislation but just in favor of duck-stamp legislation. 

I believe I took an hour and a half of the committee’s time in 1955, 
and I made a very thorough study at that time. I think we have it 
printed now. It is about 55 pages. 

I dug up a lot of information that the committee or Members of 
Congress had never had at any prior time on what was happening to 
duck-stamp money. 

I hoped the chairman of the committee would have stayed, because 
I had a few remarks that I wanted to point out to him. 

I thought it was very fine last year that he held such an ex- 
tended hearing, and I think it is fine that we are having one this 
year, but I would like to see a little action out of this committee. 

It is fine for us to come in here once every 2 years and have a hearing 
and shout and tell you what we want, but I would like to see your com- 
mittee come out with some kind of legislation. 

I know that you are a very capable committee and you all would 
like to do something. I would like to see you have an executive 
session after we are through with this thing, and either turn us down 
or report out a bill. 

I am not asking either, for the Johnson bill, Clair Engle bill, or the 
bill by Dingell or the bill by Reuss, but I wish for you to consider 
them all and see if we cannot get something done on this matter. 

I know the people out in the Midwest are anxious to see some legis- 
lation, and I have talked to conservation groups all over my district 
in regard to duck-stamp legislation. 

I realize that the reason the committee is not hearing Congressman 
Engle’s bill and mine at this time is that there was a very extensive 
hearing 2 years ago, but I hope now that you have hearings on these 
2 bills and the ones you had in 1955 and that you can get together 
and work out some legislation and we have a chance to vote on it in 
the Congress. 


Thank you. 
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Mr. Boykin. Thank you, Congressman. 

Mr. Jounson. Are there any questions you want to ask me? 

Mr. Boyxrn. Do you have a statement to file with the committee? 

Mr. Jounson. That is all the statement I have. I will not take as 
much of your time as I did 2 years ago. 

Mr. Boyxtn. I appreciate it, and I will tell you, this subcommittee 
will do everything possible to help you out. 

Mr. Jounson. M: aybe you can see what you can do with the chair- 
man to call an executive session. 

Mr. Boyx1n. Beg pardon ! 

Mr. Jounson. Maybe you can prevail on the chairman to call an 
executive session to see if you will turn us down or support us. 

Mr. Boyxryn. That will be up to the membership of this committee. 

Mr. Dingell, do you want to be heard ¢ 

Mr. Dinceti. No. 

Mr. Boykin. Now, it is the wish of this subcommittee to try to 
finish this bill, or these bills, this morning, and we do not wish to shut 
off any witnesses. We all want to give you every opportunity to be 
heard. 

If we do not finish this morning, we will have to go into session to- 
morrow or some time next week. We would like to complete it by next 
week, 

So the next witness will be Mr. Lansing A. Parker. 

Mr. Drneett. Mr. Chairman, perhaps rather than him giving a 
lengthy statement, maybe he would like to summarize and file a long 
statement for the record. 


STATEMENT OF LANSING A. PARKER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE, DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR—Resumed 


Mr. Parker. I have actually two statements, one that briefly sum- 
marizes our whole problem that has been covered here before, and I 
will not read that at all. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to file that with the record at this point. 

Mr. Boyxry. Without objection, so ordered. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ASSISTANT DIRECTOR LANSING A. PARKER, BUREAU OF SPORT 
FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE 


The Department of the Interior’s reports on the two bills, H. R. 5817 and 
H. R. 6691, are in preparation and awaiting clearance as to conformity with the 
administration’s program. In the absence of such clearance I am not in a position 
to state the Department’s stand. The following material is presented from the 
viewpoint of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, based on plans and 
information at hand. 

The eventual fate of waterfowl on the North American Continent is uncertain, 
more so, in fact, than for any other game species. Habitat is the basic need, 
for without it the ducks will disappear and the age-old sport of waterfowl hunting 
will be gone. A national wetland survey, completed in 1955, revealed that 
there are but 8,820,000 acres of high-value waterfowl habitat and 13,617,000 acres 
of moderate-value habitat in the United States, or a total area less than the 
size of the State of Indiana remaining. The future of the waterfowl resource 
lies in the safeguarding of these lands, for most of the ducks and geese spend 
4 to 6 months each year within the continental limits of the United States. The 
problem is not new; however, the need for action has become more urgent 
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and it is now evident that the degree of success achieved in meeting waterfowl 
requirements will depend upon how much of the remaining wet lands can be 
preserved for perpetuity. The seriousness of the problem is reflected in the 
legislation proposed in the 84th Congress and in the present Congress to imple- 
ment an expanded program of land acquisition. 

The State conservation departments cooperated with the Bureau of Sport 
Fisheries and Wildlife in conducting the national inventory of wetlands. Plans 
for unified action in meeting waterfowl habitat requirements are being de- 
veloped jointly with the States through four regional organizations known as 
flyway councils. Through these councils much progress has been made in manage- 
ment planning, including programs for the acquisition of strategic waterfowl 
areas. 

It is estimated that not less than 12,500,000 acres of land suitable for water- 
fowl management should be under public control. At the present time the 
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife has 3,300,000 acres under management 
for waterfowl. Collectively, the State fish and game departments control 
1,450,000 acres of waterfowl habitat. In order to meet the obligations of the 
United States under international treaties designed to safeguard the migra- 
tory bird resource and to implement the acts of Congress, it is proposed that the 
Bureau acquire an additional 4,230,000 acres of waterfowl habitat. 

Based on present land prices, it is estimated that the waterfowl] lands proposed 
for purchase during the next 10 years will cost an average of $40 per acre. 
On this basis the total cost of the Bureau’s share of the proposed waterfowl] 
habitat acquisition program, including land appraisals, surveys, abstracting, 
and related expenses, would be about $254 million. 

Wetlands have multiple values and will meet other needs in addition to helping 
fulfill requirements for the preservation and management of the migratory bird 
resource. The high-quality wetlands, of which there are slightly more than 8 
million acres remaining, must have top priority in future acquisitions. 

At the present time duck-stamp receipts and reverted Federal aid funds repre- 
sent the only source of money for the Bureau’s land purchase program. These 
funds have been required for the implementation of the migratory bird program 
as authorized by Congress, and a large part of the duck-stamp revenue has, of 
necessity, been used for the development, operation, and maintenance of the 
present waterfowl refuges. The duck-stamp income has remained nearly 
stable, whereas costs of land, materials, and labor have increased progressively 
over the past several years. Only about 8 percent of the total duck-stamp income 
to date has been used for the purchase of waterfowl lands. It is estimated that 
$7,500,000 will be required annually to properly operate and maintain the existing 
refuges and those in process of acquisition. The annual duck-stamp income is 
estimated at $4,500,000. Refuge receipts, which the Congress has authorized 
to be used for the migratory bird program, are estimated at $1,700,000 annually. 
At present it is estimated that the total funds available for refuge operation and 
maintenance for the fiscal year 1958, including duck-stamp funds, refuge receipts, 
and direct appropriations, will aggregate $5,569,000. It is evident that the habi- 
tat requirements for the waterfowl resource, including the preservation of wet- 
lands, cannot advance materially without increased appropriations. 

The Bureau is experiencing difficulty in initiating a program of “pothole” acqui- 
sition in the breeding areas of the Prairie States. Landowners are reluctant to 
segregate these small marsh areas from their other holdings. Benefit payments 
which many landowners are now receiving present a new problem. We have 
found in recent months that lands proposed for refuge purposes, and for which 
purchase negotiations have been initiated, are not now available. Several land- 
owners now advise that the income from benefit payments is such that they can 
no longer afford to consider selling. 

The Bureau endorses the objective of the bills under consideration. However, 
we believe that the earmarking of duck-stamp funds and refuge receipts without 
providing for essential activities now supported in part by such funds would 
tend to create an unbalance that could jeopardize what has been accomplished 
thus far. 


Mr. Parker. I would like to present a statement dealing directly 
with the provisions of H. R. 6691. 

Mr. Boyx1n. You may proceed. 

Mr. Parker. I will rush along here. 
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The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife is grateful for the 
opportunity to present its views on H. R. 6691, an authorization for a 
10-year program for acquiring migratory bird refuges. 

This bill has the effect of considerable altering of the procedures of 
the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act by— 

(1) Increasing the price of the duck stamp from $2 to $3 

(2) Providing that the revenues from the sale of the stamps 
and the receipts from the sale of products and privileges on the 
refuges are to be deposited in the special migratory-bird conser- 
vation fund; 

(3) Earmarking all such moneys for the acquisition of lands 
for refuge purposes at the rate of approximately 400,000 acres 
per year for a 10-year period ; 

(4) Increasing the percentage from 25 percent to 50 percent 
of the area of any refuge chat may be open to hunting, at the 
discretion of the Secretar y of the Interior. 

The Bureau feels that the increase in the price of the stamp is in 
keeping with the extensive benefits provided by the Federal Govern- 
ment in behalf of the waterfowl hunters and does not expect the in- 
crease will cause any appreciable drop in sales. At the current rate 
of sales, it is estimated that there will be an increase of $2,250,000, or 
a total of $6,750,000 annually, resulting from this provision. 

We are entirely in accord with the objective to undertake a vigorous 
acquisition program. The needs are immediate and urgent, if we are 
to save the remnants of the waterfowl habitat of the Nation. How- 
ever, the progress of this acquisition, in large measure, will be gov- 
erned by the willingness of the landowners to sell or lease without 
resorting to condemnation. We believe the 490,000 acres to be ac- 
quired annually isa logical goal to strive for. 

However, at the prevailing land prices, the total funds to be avail- 
able from this method of financing will not be sufficient to meet this 
goal. 

At present the revenues from the sale of products and privileges on 
the refuges is permanently earmarked for law enforcement, operation, 
and maintenance of the refuges, and payment to the counties in lieu 
of taxes. These funds would have to be replaced by annual appropri- 
ations of general funds if we are to continue to keep existing refuges 
in operation, and to finance other phases of the migratory-bird pro- 
gram, as authorized by the Congress. 

The earmarking of all of the duck-stamp receipts for the acquisi- 
tion of lands will likewise require offsetting appropriations to cover 
the costs of developing, operating, and maintaining the refuges; the 
conduct of migratory game-bird surveys; the enforcement of the 
migratory-bird “regulations; and the printing and distributing costs 
of the stamps. The inflexibility of the earmarking feature “would 
work a hardship on the Bureau and may unnecessarily tie up funds 
that would be needed for other purposes in the migratory-bird 
program. 

We have not explored in detail the consequences of the provision 
to purchase or lease areas in Canada. However, it appears that such 
legislation should be given considerable study and consultation with 
Canadian officials, before it becomes law. It may involve many tech- 
nical problems of international law and negotiations of treaties. 
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The fourth feature—that of increasing the area that may be opened 
to hunting from 25 to 50 per cent—would present complications in 
the administration of some of the refuges. 

Of particular concern are the small marshes or “notholes” that 
are the chief duck-production areas in the United States. We pro- 
pose to protect these vital areas by a program of purchase and/or 
lease. ‘They serve no important role during the migration period, 
and we feel they could be opened in their entirety to shooting, without 

‘ausing any significant effect on the waterfowl population. 

On the larger areas, management experience indicates that up to 
40 percent can be safely opened to hunting without disturbing the 
sanctuary features. 

Therefore, if the bill is to be given favorable consideration, it is 

recommended that the language be stricken out beginning with the 
word “Provided” on line 2 03, page 2, through line 10 on page 3, and 
the following statement be substituted : 
Provided, That in his discretion and subject to such regulations as he may 
prescribe, the Secretary of the Interior may permit the taking of migratory 
birds on all or any part of any area subject to his administrative jurisdiction 
comprising not more than 500 acres of land, water, or land and water main- 
tained primarily as breeding grounds for such birds: Provided further, That not 
to exceed 40 percent at any one time of any area in excess of 500 acres which 
heretofore has been or which may hereafter be acquired, reserved, or set apart 
for the use of the Department of the Interior as an inviolate sanctuary for 
wildlife, under any law, proclamation, or Executive order, may be administered 
by the said Secretary, in his discretion, as a wildlife management area within 
which the taking of migratory birds may be permitted under such regulations 
as he may prescribe, but no such area shall be opened to the taking of migratory 
birds when the said Secretary determines that the population of such birds in 
the migrations utilizing such area is on a decline, or that such taking would 
interfere with the primary purposes for which the area was established or is 
being maintained. 

We believe that this proposed amendment will enable us to more 
effectively undertake the program of acquiring small production areas. 

It will extend the authority to open to shooting a maximum of 40 
percent of all waterfowl refuges, regardless of the existing prohibi- 
tions. 

On this latter matter, it should be pointed out that some of the 
existing refuges were purchased with two or more sources of funds, 
and the authorizations for each have different requirements as to 
sanctuary limitations. 

The increased area that may be opened when conditions warrant, 
will provide adequate hunting opportunities without jeopardizing the 
welfare of the resource. 

The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife endorses the objectives 
of the bill insofar as they expedite the acquisition of lands needed for 
refuge purposes. 

However, we urge favorable consideration of H. R. 5817, which 
would provide additional funds through direct appropr iations, with- 
out imposing the objectionable features embodied in H. R. 6691. 

While the above statment indicates the position of the Bureau of 
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, it has not been approved by the De- 
partment of the Interior or the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Drnceti. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Borxtn. Mr. Dingell. 
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Mr. Diner. May I understand, Mr. Parker, this is the statement 
of the spanany of the Bureau as to both my bill and Mr. Reuss’ bill ? 

Mr. Parker. No. The statement I just read applies to Mr. Reuss’ 
bill only. 

We have another statement for your bill, and there was a general 
satement distributed that set forth the general problem that was 
being covered by both bills. 

Mr. Drncext. May I ask you this question, sir? 

Very br iefly, would it be possible for you at this time, or at some 
later time in the form of a letter to our chairman, to set forth the posi- 
tion of the Bureau with regard to some combination of Mr. Reuss’ bill 
and my bill? 

Mr. Parker. We would be happy to do that. 

Mr. Dincetx. Will you do that, sir? 

Mr. Parker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DinGe.u. So we will have that. 

Mr. Parker. We will be happy to consider that. 

Mr. Drnceuu. I believe there would be no objection, Mr. Chairman, 
of including something like that in the record ? 

Mr. Borxrn. Is there any objection ? 

There is no objection. 

Mr. Dineetn. Thank you. 

Mr. Boykin. How many holders are there of the duck stamp? 
Would you know offhand ? 

Mr. Parker. A little over a million—a million and a quarter, I 
think. 

Mr. Finptay. Two million. 

Mr. Borxrn. Two million. Do I understand you are not opposed 
to the increase of a dollar? 

Mr. Parker. That is right. 

Mr. Boykin. Any questions of Mr. Parker ? 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Atren. Mr. Parker, would 4 million acres of land be acquired 
and rather generally spread over the Nation or are the needs in some 
areas greater than in others? 

Mr. Parker. The acquisition would be spread over each of the 
flyways, depending on what the problem was in each. 

While the m: jor concern is the problem of the production areas in 
western Minnesota, the two Dakotas, part of Nebraska, and Montana, 
that represents about a little better than a million acres of potholes, 
small marshes that we feel need be acquired. The rest of it would 
embrace areas along the migration route and in the wintering grounds. 

Mr. Atten. What I am getting at is this: Funds for the acquisition 
would obviously come from evenly spreading a dollar apiece amongst 
all the duck hunters. If the funds are limited to acquisition and not 
permitted to go to maintenance, would this result in the duck hunters 
in one area being deprived of the maintenance of their flywavs to 
give the acquisition funds to hunters and users of other flyways? 

Mr. Parker. We have a two-headed problem here, one that we 
need to acquire new areas and, secondly, we have to maintain what we 
already have, and our feeling in the Bureau is that while we need an 
acquisition program, at the same time we have to have additional 
money so that we do not have to nail up some of the existing areas. 
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Mr, Atien. I can agree with that—that is the question I am a: 
Will the bill accomplish the acquisition of new lands in certain are 
and do so by depriving the users of other areas of the maintenance of 
the flyways they are using ? 

Mr. Parker. That is right ; it would tie up all of the duck-stamp 
money and the receipts from the refuges, part of which is now being 
used for operation and maintenance of existing refuges. 

Mr. Auten. Do you have any statistics that would show just what 
change would be accomplished in the distribution, or benefit, in that 
regard ? 

Mr. Parker. I can show you how the duck-stamp moneys are being 
spent at the present time, what part is spent for acquisition, what 
part is spent for development, and so on. 

Mr. Auten. I am more interested in the fair treatment of people 
in each part of the country than I am the purpose for which the 
individual items are spent. 

What I am getting at is that these east coast duck hunters are 
entitled to their $3 worth. 

Mr. Parker. That is right; and might I say this: We are 
going ahead now with the development of flyway management plans 
for the four flyways in cooperation with the States, and what we are 
attempting to do is cooperatively decide what acquisition is nec essary 
with joint consideration of the States’ interest and the Bureau’s 
interests, and I can assure you that all of the States would be con- 
sidering their own problems in this thing. 

Mr. Auten. From the standpoint of the Bureau, is there any justi- 
fication for using duck-stamp money for acquisition only and not 
using any of it for maintenance ? 

Mr. Parker. No. We feel that at least from the present fiscal point 
of view we need help both ways. We have to bring current refuges 
up to full development, maintain those, and acquire : additional refuges. 
It is all part of the same problem here. 

Mr. Auten. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Borxrn. If there are no further questions, thank you, Mr. 
Parker. 

The next witness is Mr. Packard. 

So the gentleman can get away for a couple of weeks of naval train- 
ing, I would like to call Mr. Packard. 

State your name for the reporter. 


STATEMENT OF FRED M. PACKARD, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
NATIONAL PARKS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Packarp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Fred M. Packard. I am the executive secretary of the 
National Parks Assoc iation, which is concerned primarily with na- 
tional parks, but also is concerned with wildlife problems. 

The National Parks Association wholeheartedly supports the pro- 
posal that legislation be enacted that will accelerate land acquisition 
for the national wildlife refuge system and lead toward completion of 
the refuge program. 

Constant loss of remaining unprotected lands, especially through 
drainage of marshes and other wetlands, is incre asing the urgency 
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of this program to insure survival of our wildlife, especially water- 
fowl. 

Unless action is taken now, it is likely our waterfowl] DOBuDaHAp will 
suffer another serious decline from which it will be unable to recover 
due to permanent loss of essential habitat. A few years further delay 
may well be fatal. 

‘The 2 bills before the committee present 2 approaches to the prob- 
lem. Both impress us favorably. 

H. R. 6691 is perhaps the more practical, in that it is based on chan- 
neling duck-stamp receipts to serve the purpose, whereas H. R. 5817 
authorizes an equal appropriation, which might or might not be forth- 
coming in concrete terms in future years. 

Philosophically, it might be contended that all Federal expenditures 
should be based on direct appropriations as a matter of principle; but 
we have many years of experience to demonstrate that among the first 
items to be reduced or delayed by Appropriations Comn iittees are 
funds for wildlife ates and management. 

The elimination of all money for wildlife purposes on the national 
forests from the Forest Service appropriation bills for several years 
is a vivid case in point, and the whole refuge program, as far as it has 
gone, has been predicated on allocated money. 

A provision of H. R. 6691 that also impresses us as sound is that 
the funds allotted shall be used for acquisition rather than operation 
of the refuges or the Fish and Wildlife Service. This was the intent 
of the original laws relating to the Pitman-Robertson and duck-stamp 
programs, but has not been strictly adhered to in recent years. 

Funds for operation of the refuges should be derived, we believe, 
from the regular administrative funds of the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice. So should enforcement funds; but if there is likelihood the en- 
forcement program can be stiffened by permitting use of some allocated 
funds for this purpose, it may be advisable to make such authorization. 

H. R. 5817 contains a provision, we believe, that should be included 
in any legislation enacted on the subject—that half the total sum shall 
be available for acquisition of areas to be given the status of inviolate 
sanctuaries. 

Here again the earlier laws provided such protection on many 
refuges, largely through the interest of Congressman Andresen. 

The National Parks Association has regretted this protection was 
reduced by later legislation. 

The basic purposes of refuges is to protect wildlife; it can best be 
protected by giving it habitat where it can feed, rest, and nest undis- 
turbed, without being shot. 

We urge that this provision be retained in the final bill. 

The committee will probably redraft this legislation to take advan- 
tage of the best. features of each proposal. We are confident its deci- 
sions will be in the interests of the wildlife concerned. It is essential] 
action be taken quickly. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Boykin. That completes your statement ? 

Mr. Packarp. Yes. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Dingell ? 

Mr. Dincex. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Allen ? 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Boyxrn. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Packard, you make the point that refuges should 
be inviolate. 

A statement was just made by Mr. Parker, as I understood it, that 
the experience of management has shown that 40 percent of the area 
can be opened up without affecting the wildlife values adversely. Do 
vou have any scientific infor mation or bac ‘kground that would indicate 
that you have better information than he has? 

Mr. Pacxarp. I made no study of the matter, sir, for a good many 
years. I have studied wildlife and birds professionally over a con- 
etdieeebte period of time, and it is my personal opinion that the best 

way to protect wildlife resources is to give it some places where it can 
rest without being disturbed. My personal opinion is that some of 
the refuges should be inviolate. I know that was the original intent 
back in 1934 when the Pittman-Robertson law was passed—not all of 
the refuges, but some of them. 

Mr. Auten. That depends on the size of the refuge, a sizable place 
to be undisturbed. 

Mr. Packxarp. The size of the refuge, and more essentially on the 
behavior pattern and population of the individual wildlife species you 
are discussing, whether redheads or other ducks or whatever it 
may be. 

Mr. Boyrx1n. Thank you, Mr. Packard, for your wonderful state- 
ment. 

We have about 10 minutes. If there is anybody who wants to be 
heard this morning, he may testify now. I am sure we cannot com- 
plete the hearing. It affects a couple of million sportsmen, and we 
aim to meet tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. 

Is there anybody who wants to be heard this morning? 

Mr. Gurermorn. Mr. Chairman, I think I could present the neces- 
sary portion of my statement and probably handle any discussion on 
the subject in 10 minutes. 

Mr. Boyxt1n. Will you hold that, Mr. Gutermuth? I would like 
to find out whether there is a witness here that has to go home and will 
not be in Washington tomorrow. 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS J. DOYLE, ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL, 
POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Doytr. Mr. Chairman, my name is Louis J. Doyle, Associate 
General Counsel of the Post Office Department. 

I have Mr. Marks, our finance officer, here with me. 

I am here solely to answer questions about the sale of these stamps, 
if any should arise. If there are no questions, I am very hi: ippy. I 
would like to have the Postmaster General’s letter of June 5, 1957, 
inserted in the record at this point. 

Mr. Boyx1n. Without objection, so ordered. 
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(The record referred to follows :) 


OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., June 5, 1957. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to the request for a report on H. R. 
6691, a bill to authorize a 10-year program for acquiring national migratory- 
bird refuges and areas. 

This measure would amend section 4 of the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp 
Act (16 U. S. C. 718d) so as to repeal the reimbursement provisions now con- 
tained in subsection (b) whereby the Post Office Department obtains necessary 
funds from the Interior Department to procure and sell the migratory bird- 
hunting stamps on behalf of the Interior Department. In fiscal year 1957 this 
amount is estimated to be $135,695. 

Unless this bill is amended to continue the provisions of law relating to the 
reimbursement of this Department for services rendered in connection with 
the cost of procuring and selling migratory bird-hunting stamps, this Department 
is strongly opposed to the enactment of this legislation. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of this report to the committee. 


Sincerely yours, 
MAUvRICE H. STANS, 
Acting Postmaster General. 

Mr. Dincetu. I would like to ask for the people present that the 
witness summarize briefly what the opinion of the Postmaster General 
is on the bills present before the committee. 

Mr. Doyzr. The bill, H. R. 6691, is opposed by the Postmaster Gen- 
eral unless it is amended to make it possible that the Department be 
reimbursed for the cost of the manufacture of the stamps, the distri- 
bution, and sale of them. 

Mr. Dinceit. What is the position now on H. R. 5817 

Mr. Doytx. Reimbursement does not appear to be involved in that 
bill. 

Mr. Dincett. May I ask the opinion as to the Johnson bill and 
Clair Engle bill ? 

Mr. Doyte. I am not familiar with those bills, sir. 

Mr. Dineewy. Those bills, I believe, Mr. Chairman, earmark 40 
percent of duck-stamp funds for refuge acquisition. 

Is that correct, Counsel ? 

Mr. Zinckr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Drnertn. Would you be in a position to tell us this morning 
what the position the Post Office Department would take on this 
would be ? 

Mr. Doytr. Any repeal of the present reimbursement provision in 
this law would be opposed by the Department. 

Mr. Drncext. Is that the only objection you have to any one of 
these bills ? 

Mr. Doytr. That is the only objection, sir. 

Mr. Drneett. Thank you. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you. 

Mr. Gutermuth, if you will be very brief, we would appreciate it. 
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STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE—Resumed 


Mr. Gurermutu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am C, R. Gutermuth, vice president of the Wildlife Management 
Institute, one of the older national conservation organizations that is 
devoted to the restoration and wise management “of the renewable 
natural resources in the public interest. 

The conservation organizations are pleased that the committee is 
holding hearings on H. R. 6691 and other proposals calling for the 
expediting of the land acquisition program of the national waterfowl 
refuge system. During the past few years there has been a tre- 
mendous increase in public interest in waterfowl resources. 

The refuge program, and the other Fish and Wildlife Service 
activities, like waterfowl management and research, which are de- 
signed to improve the continental supply of ducks and geese have 
been followed closely by literally millions of persons who derive 
satisfaction and benefit from these resources in one way or another. 

Waterfowl refuges are an important and successful part of the 
overall program of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Without the Federal refuges that already have been acquired and 
developed it is believed that the populations of the various species of 
ducks and geese would be considerably lower than they are today. 

From previous hearings on the use of duck sti amp funds, on wild- 
life policies, and other ‘Fish and Wildlife Service operations, the 
members of this committee know that the sportsmen already are bear- 
ing a large part of the cost of acquiring, developing, and operating 
both the State and Federal waterfowl refuges and management 
areas. Their contributions are being made through the purchase of 
duck stamps and regular State hunting licenses. 

Past hearings also have shown that sportsmen, as well as many 
Members of Congress, believe that the primary purpose of the Duck 
Stamp Act was to obtain money for an accelerated land acquisition 
program. 

Unfortunately, and to the dismay of a great many unsuspecting 
duck stamp purchasers, only a minor portion of the revenue derived 
from the sale of stamps has been used to add new lands to the national 
waterfowl refuge system. Most of the money has gone for routine 
operations. This information already is a matter of public record 
and will not be reiterated. 

It should be realized, however, that most of the money that sports- 
men thought would be made available to the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice for the enlarging of the national waterfowl refuge system has 
been diverted. It was siphoned off for other uses. A larger amount 
of the duck stamp funds was allocated to land acquisition during the 
past 2 years, but this still constitutes only a small part of the annual 
receipts, and the change obviously was brought about by the congres- 
sional investigations into that phase of the Service's activities. 

At this point, it should be stated that the Service is only partly 
to blame for the fact that such a small amount of the duck stamp 
funds has gone into land acquisition. 

Through the medium of reduced appropriations, the Bureau of 
the Budget and the Congress has forced the Service to dip into 
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the duck stamp receipts, in order to finance essential parts of its 
routine operations. 

For the past 20 years, wildlife administrators in the Federal 
Government and in the various States, have agreed that 1214 mil- 
lion acres of suitable land should be acquired and developed 
waterfowl refuges for the purpose of sustaining satisfactory popula- 
tions of ducks and geese. Of this amount, the Fish and Wildlife Ser- 
vice has a goal of 714 million acres, with the States conceded as being 
capable of ultimately restoring about 5 million acres, 

The Federal migratory w: aterfowl refuge system presently lacks 
about 4 million acres in achieving the minimum goal established 2 
decades ago. 

With these background comments, concerning the waterfowl ref- 
uge programs, we will get back to H. R. 6691. 

The institute is in thorough accord with the objectives of the bill, 
and my comments on certain sections of the proposal stem from a 
profound desire to see its aims achieved. 

The institute questions the advisability of earmarking all of the 
duck stamp revenue and all of the receipts from refuge goods and 
services for land acquisition. This would preclude the use of any 
of the duck stamp funds by the Fish and Wildlife Service for emer- 
gencies and for the other unusual circumstances that may be expected 
to arise in connection with the refuge program. 

For example, the Service sometimes is required to take prompt 
action to repair storm or fire damages, reconstruct dikes, and the like. 
Things like that cannot wait. 

To delay action until deficiency appropriations could be obtained 
for such emergencies could mean the impairment and perhaps even 
the destruction of important waterfow] refuge values. 

The committee might well consider the modifying of H. R. 6691 to 
make it clear that it wants most of the duck stamp receipts used for 
land acquisition rather than to establish a rigid and inflexible rule 
that all of the money must, without exception, be used for that pur- 
pose. 

The reasoning for this recommendation becomes even more ap- 
parent when you consider the role of the Migratory Bird Conserva- 
tion Commission in the approval of refugee areas and the acquisition 
of land to complete refuge projects. 

As often cited by Dr. Tra N. Gabrielson, the president of the insti- 
tute, and the former director of the Fish and Wildlife Service and of 
its predecessor agency, the Bureau of Biological Survey, the super- 
visory functions of the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission can 
serve to delay considerably the initiation and acquisition of new ref- 
uge areas, as well as the rounding out of the Federal holdings at exist- 
ing units. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service presently submits to the Commission 
a prospectus showing the exterior boundaries of an area selected for a 
proposed refuge and an estimate of the cost involved. The Com- 
mission may authorize or reject the plan. If the Commission ap- 
proves the refuge, the Fish and Wildlife Service can begin to obtain 
options on the lands involved, but each individual option must then 
be resubmitted to the Commission for approval before that particular 
parcel of land can be purchased. 
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Since the Commission frequently rejects units because of cost or 
other factors, its action can make land acquisition a long-drawn-out 
process. 

Inasmuch as refuge development generally entails the impoundment 
of water, the failure of the Commission to take prompt affirmative 
action on the purchase of a key piece of real estate can mean long post- 
ponement in the actual development of the refuge. 

The Congress could eliminate a real bottleneck in the waterfowl 
land acquisition program if it would either abolish the Commission 
or redefine its activities so as to restrict its function to passing on the 
location and size of proposed refuge purchase units. This would 
enable the Secretary of the Interior to proceed with the purchase of 
individual tracts within the prescribed limits as the different segments 
become available, at a satisfactory and equitable price 

In accomplishing this, however, it would be ex xpedient for the 
Service to establish a land acquisition staff in each of its administra- 
tive regions. The land acquisition team could acquire property in 
approved refuge purchase areas as it becomes available, thus permit- 
ting the overall waterfowl] refuse acquisition program to forge ahead 
on all fronts. 

Inasmuch as the Service prefers to avoid condemning land within 
desired refuge areas, except as a final cleanup, negotiations for the 
acquisition of land are a product of time and circumstances. Having 
authority to act promptly when land becomes available would permit 
the Service to overcome the frustrating delays that now are occasioned 
by the necessity of submitting each purch: ise unit to the Migratory 
Bird C onservation Commission for reapproval. 

It is hoped that the committee will limit to 40 percent the area of 
each refuge that may be opened to public shooting, rather than 50 per- 
cent as proposed i in H. R. 6691, with the additional provision that no 
public hunting shall be permitted on refuges aggregating less than 

5,000 acres in area. If more than half of a refuge is not kept closed at 
all times, it loses its refuge values. We would like to have provision 
made so that the Service could buy or lease some of the potholes that 
must be preserved in different parts of the country, and all of those 
small areas would be too little to be classified and maintained as 
refuges. 

We much prefer the matching-fund plan in H. R. 5817 for the 
providing of additional funds to that of increasing the cost of the duck 
stamps. The sportsmen have supported the duck-stamp program 
since its inception in 1934, because they believed that it would acceler- 
ate the acquisition of land for the national waterfowl refuge system, 
but now that they know that little land has been acquired, there will be 
much less support for an increase in the duck-stamp fee. 

As an initial step to freeing more of the duck-stamp money for acqui- 
sition, Congress should reinstate and increase the refuge maintenance 
and development moneys that have been withheld from regular appro- 
priations. That is what caused the diversion of duck-stamp funds 
in the first place. 

Congress now matches money with the States for such benefits to the 
general public as highway construction, the restoration of State game 
lands (Pittman-Robertson program) and the restoration of State fish- 
ing resources (Dingell-Johnson program), and forest-fire prevention 
and control. Most people get some enjoyment and pleasure from 
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wildlife, and in view of the extra financial contribution to the perpetu- 
ation of these resources that is being made by the sportsmen in the 
purchase of the $2 stamps, we think that Congress should match the 
total annual duck-stamp receipts with an equivalent sum. 

The sportsmen contributed $4.7 million in duck stamp fees in fiscal 
year 1956. If the Congress would match this sum, nearly $10 million 
could go into the waterfowl refuge program. 

As the land acquisition goal is achieved, a greater portion of duck 
stamp receipts could be used for the development and maintenance 
of the refuges. 

In summary, the institute believes that— 

1. It is time that the Federal Government assumes its full 
responsibilities in the management of the waterfowl resources. 
The sportsmen already have contributed nearly $50 million to the 
waterfow] refuge program in the form of duck stamp fees. 

2. The functions of the Migratory Bird Commission either 
should be redefined or the Commission should be abolished, in 
order to overcome the delays presently encountered under the 
existing procedures and practices of that body. 

3. To actually require that all duck stamp receipts be spent for 
land acquisitions as contemplated in H. Kk. 6691, would not be 
in the best interests of the overall waterfowl refuge program. 

4. Providing additional funds under a matching-fund plan, as 
provided in H. R. 5817, is preferable to raising the price of the 
duck stamp. ‘The sportsmen already have contributed nearly 
$50 million toward an adequate national waterfowl refuge pro- 
gram, and they feel that the Federal Government should be 
making up for the duck stamp revenue that has already been 
diverted, and appropriations thereby reduced. 

Mr. Boykin. We want to thank you, Mr. Gutermuth, for being so 
brief in giving us this wonderful statement of yours. I am sure that 
the committee appreciates it. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman, I just have one. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Aten. Mr. Gutermuth, who would be the person who would 
best speak for the hunting population in the duck stamp business? 

Mr. Gurermourn. I think all of these conservation organizations 
here represented certainly are endeavoring, Mr. Allen, to speak for 
the hunters, as well as the general public. I think we are. 

Mr. Aten. I grant you that. But some people lean toward the 
conservation side and others lean toward the side of producing more 
birds to have more hunting. I was looking at the person who was 
buying the stamp, in that sense. 

Mr. GutermMutH. Of course, we are in favor of both. We feel 
very definitely that we have long passed a point in this country of 
maintaining enough birds of the various species for the esthetic 
enjoyment of the general public, and beyond that point then, in the 
sarrying on of a successful waterfowl management program, we are 
doing it primarily for the purpose of harvesting those resources, for 
the perpetuation of wholesome outdoor recreation, so I think that all 
of this, everything we are discussing here, is for the purpose of per- 
tet a a higher waterfowl population for recreation and enjoy- 
ment. 
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Mr. Auten. That is what I was getting at. Your point of view, 
then, is likely to be in accord with most of the boys that buy the 
stamps. 

Mr. Gurermutu. That is right. Now then, in this proposed 
amendment of the Fish and Wildlife Service they are advocating hav- 
ing the discretionary authority of opening all areas over 500 acres 
of land, water, or land and water. 

We feel that a refuge should be of a much larger size before it is 
opened, and we definitely feel that at least 40 percent—now, it is 
25 percent—and while we probably would not have any objection to 
raising to 40 percent, we certainly do not think that more than 
40 percent of a refuge should be opened. If you do that, then the area 
ceases to be a refuge. 

Now, if you have 40 percent closed as an inviolate sanctuary and 
60 percent open as a management area, well then certainly you are 
taking care of both. You are providing a true sanctuary for the 
birds and you are providing game management areas for the public. 

Mr. Auten. Did you twist those figures? Do you mean 40 percent 
closed and 60 percent opened ? 

Mr. GutermutH. Well, the bill before 

Mr. Aten. Just in your own statement. 

Mr. GurermutH. Oh yes—I may have said it the wrong way 
around. What I mean is that we do not think that more than 40 
percent of an area should be opened. 

Mr. Auten. Would you put in any minimum size? 

Mr. Gutermuru. We specify 5,000 acres. 

Mr. Auten. No; I mean minimum size before any is opened. 

Mr. Gutermutu. Yes; we specified in my statement, Mr. Allen, 
that no refuge should be opened unless it is at least 5,000 acres in size. 

Mr. Auten. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. GurermutuH. That is the reason we took exception to the 
statement of the Fish and Wildlife Service where they say 500 acres 
was recommended. 

Mr. Boyxin. Thank you, Mr. Gutermuth. 

We will resume hearings on H. R. 6691 tomorrow morning at 10 
o clock. 

I am sure there are many witnesses that want to testify on this bill. 

And may I say that Richard E. Griffith—Is he here? 

Mr. Grirriru. Yes. 

Mr. Boyrxrn. Is Mr. Griffith here? 

Mr. GrirrirH. Yes. 

Mr. Boykin. You will be the first witness tomorrow. Dr. Spencer 
Smith, you will be the second witness tomorrow. 

If there are any other witnesses that want to be heard, will they 
kindly give their names to the clerk, please ? 

Mr. Dincevt. May I be recognized for the purpose of making a 
motion ? 

Mr. Boykin. What was that? 

Mr. Dincett. May I be recognized for the purpose of making a 
motion ? 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir. Mr. Dingell. 

Mr. Drncett. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a motion at this 
time that our friend and colleague, Mr. Frank Carlson, member of the 
Migratory Bird Commission, or Mr. Andresen, also a member of the 
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same Commission, be invited to testify and give us their views on the 
progress of refuge acquisition programs, which I think we need en- 
lightenment on very badly. I am sure Mr. Carlson would testify, 
because I asked him the other day, and he said he would be delighted 
to come over and give us his experience. 

Mr. Boyxry. Will the clerk notify him ¢ 

And if time permits we will start hearings on H. R. 5817 tomorrow. 

The committee is adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m. Thursday, June 6, 1957, the hearing in 
the above-entitled matter was recessed to reconvene at 10 a. m., Friday, 
June 7, 1957.) 
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FRIDAY, JUNE 7, 1957 


Hovsk or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FisHERTES AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 
OF THE CoMMITTEE ON Mercuant MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 219, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. John C. Kluczynski (acting sub- 
committee chairman ) presiding. 

Mr. Kuuczynsxt. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation will 
resume hearings on H. R. 6691 and the first witness this morning will 
be Mr. Richard E. Griffith. 

Mr. Grirriru. Mr. Chairman, I have no additional comments to 
make to those Mr. Parker offered yesterday. 

Mr. Kuvczynski. Mr. Spencer Smith / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Kiuczynsxt. Mr. Callison, is he here ? 

Is there anybody here who wants to be heard on this legislation ? 

Mr. SuHormaker. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Carl Shoemaker, and I am the counsel for the Inter- 
national Association of Fish and Game Commissioners. 

Mr. Kiuczynskt. Do you have a statement? 

Mr. Suormaker. I have no prepared statement, but I thought I 
would like to come on after Mr. Callison. He ought to be here any 
minute. 

Mr. Kiuczynski. Then we will recess for 5 minutes. 

(A short recess was taken. ) 

Mr. Kiuczynsx1. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Shoemaker, will you take the witness chair, please, and give your 
name to the reporter and the name of the organization you represent ? 


STATEMENT OF CARL SHOEMAKER, COUNSEL, NATIONAL ASSO- 
CIATION OF FISH AND GAME COMMISSIONERS 


Mr. SuHormaAker. I have a copy here of Mr. Callison’s statement, 
but I will talk to the two bills that are pending before the committee. 
One of them is by Mr. Reuss and the other is by Mr. Dingell. Both 
of them approach this matter of wet land acquisition from different 
angles, and it seems to me that there are good portions in both bills. 
In the first place, the Reuss bill takes all the money that is presently 
received by the Government in the sale of its waterfowl stamps or duck 
stamps, and will use that for acquisition purposes along the different 
flyways in order to hold this fine resource for the future. 


45 
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There is not any question about it, that if we expect to have water- 
fowl shooting in the next 50 years, we have to prepare for the program 

right today. The program has lagged consider ‘ably over the years. 

T can remember the first approach to this was in 1929 when the bill 

was passed. That is, the Norbec ‘k-Andresen bill which authorized 
appropriations of some $8 million or $10 million over a period of 7, 8, 
or 10 years. The Congress was authorized to appropriate a certain 
amount of money each year but never did. Unless there is something 
in the act which makes it mandatory for the Congress to appro- 
priate the money, which is called for in either one of these bills, there is 
going to be trouble. 

I think your distinguished counsel, Mr. Zincke, could whip these 2 
bills into 1 fine bill. The Dingell bill is good as far as it goes and 
excellent, and so is the Reuss bill. It seems to me that we have a real 
problem to work out and that is whether or not raising the price of 
the duck stamp from $2 to $3 is going to do the job as contemplated 
in the Reuss bill. I do not believe | that $ $3 will do the job. I suggested 
to Mr. Reuss before he introduced this bill that he ought to ms ake that 
at least $5. It would be easier to come down to $4 than it would be to 
go from $2 up to $4. It seems to me that the great objective to be 
achieved in both of these bills is that we must have a certain amount of 
money every year to take care of this job and it is provided for, in both 
instances, except that I do not believe that the Congress will appro- 
priate the necessary money to take care of the situation as provided in 
Mr. Dingell’s bill. But, in the Reuss bill, I think there is one blind 
spot. I think that you must make some provision for the enforcement 
of the migratory bird regulations, which is not made in his bill. He 
takes all of the money that is brought in and turns it over for the 
purpose of acquisition of wet lands. Presently, there is about $4.5 
million coming in from duck stamps—it is nearly $5 million, but let 
us call it $4.5 million—and 15 percent of that goes to enforcement. 
If you will extend that, that means about seven hundred thousand 
of this money is used for enforcement purposes. 

If Congress will appropriate $700,000 a year for enforcement of the 
migratory waterfowl regulations, fine and dandy. That would be 
wonderful. But I suspect that—in the years I have been around 
here—there would be some wholesome objection on the part of the 
Congress to divert from the general fund $700,000 to take care of the 
migratory waterfowl enforcement provisions. It would be wonderful 
if it were done, or if it could be so written into the law, or into this 
proposed law, that that would have to be done. That would be a 
provision that would be satisfactory, I am sure. 

There is another provision in Mr. Dingell’s bill—I think it is his- 
which provides that the Congress shall appropriate or is authorized to 
appropriate the amount of money received in the preceding fiscal 
year from sale of duck stamps in order to make a 100 percent increase 
in the amount of money available for acquisition purposes. That is 
a splendid suggestion, but, there again, we have bumped up against 
the same thing so many times, the Congress fails to make the neces- 
sary appropriations after they have been authorized. 

On the other hand, I have always felt, over the years, that the 
eee are in a position, and should always be in a position, to take 

are of their own program. Certainly, the waterfowl shooters of this 
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country are not in a position where they have to worry too much about 
whether or not they are spending a dollar or $2 or $5 for a migratory 
waterfowl stamp. 

Several years ago when we were discussing this matter of changing 
the price of the stamp from $1 to $2 in the committee in the Senate, T 
made the statement that it was ridiculous for anybody to holler about 
the small amount of increase that was contemplated. The reason for 
it was that few object. Of course, there is always somebody who 
objects, but nobody objects to the excise’ tax on liquor which goes to 
the sportsmen’s blind when they go out duck hunting. 

Perhaps this ought to be off the record. 

Mr. Kuvezynskr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. SHormaker. Why should the duck hunter object to an increase 
in the price of the stamp which will perpetuate his sport and perpetu- 
ate it not only for himself but for his children and grandchildren who 
follow. We have altogether too little of this fine recreation, and it is 
getting less and less all the time. We must have these waterfowl 
refuges scattered up and down the flyways to give the birds an oppor- 
tunity of living during their migrations north ‘and south each year. 

Gentlemen, I could go on and talk for an hour or more, but ‘there is 
no particular reason to doso. Ihave given you all the thoughts that 
I have on the matter. I think it is very important that this committee 
prepare some kind of a bill for the Danni Congress to enact, taking 
the better parts of both of these bills—or, to put it another way in 
reverse, leaving out some of those parts which will be very highly 
controversial—and whip it into shape and I think it would meet with 
the approval then, generally, of the sportsmen throughout the country. 

I am leaving next week to attend the Western Association of Fish 
and Game Commissioners out at Glenwood Springs, Colo., where I had 
anticipated discussing this very subject. The people out there in that 
particular group, which is made up of the directors of the fish and 
game departments of the various States, are particularly insistent 
that they will stand for most anything in an amendment to the Duck 
Stamp Act provided that there is ample assurance that the money 
that is received from an increase in the price of the duck stamp will 
go to the purpose for which it was intended. Any bill that comes out 
must have that particular stipulation in it. 

The international association will meet in September and if the bill 
comes out in the meantime—TI hope that it will—we will be able to get 
a discussion of it there and I hope an endorsement of it. 

When I tell you that I am the general counsel of the International 
Association of Game and Conservation Commissioners, I also want to 
tell you that it is a nonpaying job. It is one of those things that a 
man does for the good of the cause. 

Gentlemen, I thank you very much. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxr. You say that the revenue from the duck stamps is 
about $4.5 million ? 

Mr. Suormaker. Approximately. 

Mr. Kivezynsxt. Of that, 15 percent for law enforcement, or 
around $700,000 2 

Mr. Suormaker. Yes, in round figures. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxt. ‘The reimbursement to the Post Office is dependent 
on the stamps? 
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Mr. Suormaxker. Yes, and it includes the amount that goes to 
the 

Mr. Kivuczynsxr. In other words, if we raise the duck stamp a dol- 
lar, that would take care of the $700,000. We would anticipate about 
$6 million; is that right ? 

Mr. SuHormaker. That is right. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxr. You would have some loss, limagine. We would 
lose some of the duck-stamp money in the increase of a ‘dollar. 

Mr. Allen, do you have any questions ¢ 

Mr, Auten. If you got $6.5 or $7 million in duck- stamp money : 
year by raising it to $3, how would you recommend that it be divided 
up as between administration, maintenance, or upkeep, and so forth, 
and acquisition ? 

Mr. SHormaker. Now you have touched upon another Spas of the 
problem. Certainly, out of that $6.5 million, we will call it that just 
for the sake of this discussion, at least 15 percent of that ought to go 
for enforcement and reimbursement to the Post Office Department 
and soon. You must have money to maintain, operate, and develop 
these refuges. You are going to be buying new ones all the time and 
these will require a considerable smount of work as they always do. 
It takes a considerable outlay of money and if you take too much of 
that money for acquisition purposes, you are going to have to fall back 
on Congress to appropriate the necessary money to operate, maintain, 
and de velop these refuges. That would also be a wholesome thing, if 
it could be achieved. It might be that the temper of Congress may 
be right at this particular time but I question it. 

Mr. Auten. If we got it down to $5.5 million, how would you divide 
$5.5 million between maintenance and improvement, on the one hand, 
and acquisition on the other ? 

Mr. Auten. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Suormaxer. I would say 50 percent for acquisition; not more 
than 50 percent. 

Mr. Auten. That would be 50 percent of the total ? 

Mr. SHormaker. Yes. 

Mr. Auten. That would be about $3.75 million ? 

Mr. SHormaker, Yes. 

Mr. Aten. You would have about $2 million for maintenance and 
operation ? 

Mr. SHoemaker. Yes. 

Mr. Aten. Is this program going to be self-defeating, if you 
assume—TI think it is reasonable on the basis of experience to assume 
that we do not, or will not, get regular appropriations year after year 
from C ongress—then the only sure source is the revenue from the duc k 
stamp sales. As you get more land you ought to have more main- 
tenance funds. Are we going to work ourselves into a spot where the 
acquisition of more land is going to eliminate maintenance? 

Mr. SuHoemaker. I have a theory. Of course, it is not completely 
in accordance with what goes on in the Government, but I have always 
felt that a government, when it has property, ought to take care of its 
own maintenance and development. You appropriate money every 
year to take care of the post offices throughout the country and you 
do the same thing for other facilities where the Government owns the 
property. Ido not know why there should be any different viewpoint 
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attached to a waterfowl] refuge. I think the Government owes that 
to the property itself, to maintain and develop it. 

Mr. Aten. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kivucozynsxt. Mr. Dellay? 

Mr. Detiay. No questions. 

Mr. Kivczynskt. Mr. Zincke? 

Mr. Zincke. Mr. Shoemaker, I have one brief inquiry. 

What would be your reaction to a simple bill that would increase the 
duck stamp fee and increase the amount for acquisition of refuges? 

Mr. SHormaker. Fine, fine. 

Mr. Zincke. That is all. 

Mr. SHormaker. In other words, what you mean is that if you 
increased a dollar, all the revenue that comes from the sale of that 
goes for acquisition purposes? 

Mr. Zincke. Yes. 

Mr. SHormaxker. Yes. 

Mr. Kuuczynsxkt. Your suggestion, Mr. Shoemaker, would be to 
increase it to $4, or 100 percent ? 

Mr. Suormaker. I would, yes. I have been hunting ducks for a 
long time, and I am perfectly willing to pay whatever the traffic should 
bear and in this particular case, if we are going to have the traffic in 
the future, we have to pay for its maintenance today and get ready 
for it. 

Mr. Kuuczynskr. You also believe that Mr. Zincke, our counsel, 
could get a new Dingell bill combined with the Reuss bill, is that 
right? He could work something out to have a bill that would be 
satisfactory to the Interior Department and also to the sportsmen ? 

Mr. Suormaker. I believe that Mr. Zincke can work out a combina- 
tion bill here, taking these 2 bills and perhaps the idea he just ad- 
vanced, and whip them together into 1 and bring it out. I think 
that could be done very simply and I think it would be such as to meet 
generally with the approval of the coun ntry. 

Mr. Kiuczynskt. Thank you, Mr. Shoemaker, for your information 
and testimony this morning. 

Does anybody else want to be heard on H. R. 6691 ? 

Mr. Zincxr. Mr. Chairman, may I report that. pursuant to Mr. 
Dingell’s motion of yesterday, Mr. Karsten was invited to appear this 
morning and he is unable to do so. 

Mr. SHormaxker. Before I le: a Mr. Chairman, may I leave Mr. 
Callison’s statement here? If he does not come in, I would like to 
have his statement put into the rec a 

Mr. Kivuczynsxt. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SuHormaker. Thank you. 

(The statement of Mr. Callison follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. CALLISON, CONSERVATION Director, NATIONAL 
WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Saving America’s wet lands, so vital to waterfowl and other wildlife resources, 
is one of the National Wildlife Federations’ most important goals. Each year 
our organization sponsors National Wildlife Week. In 1955 our entire Wildlife 
Week campaign was devoted to this theme, as we tried with some success to 
awaken the public to the resource values inherent in our natural marshes, 
swamps, sloughs, and other wet lands. 

The reason for our concern is simple. Unless we can save key wet lands from 
drainage and other destructive factors, our treasured flights of migratory 
waterfowl also are going down the drain. And other important forms of wild- 
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life will be decimated or destroyed. America will have lost a great recreational 
resource, a great source of esthetic enjoyment, which no thinking citizen wants 
to lose. 

It is not just the sportsman who is concerned. Wildlife holds an appeal for 
everyone. That is one of the reasons why our national parks and forests and 
wildlife refuges are crowded with many millions of visitors. We of the Na- 
tional Wildlife Federation are in a position to know. Our organization, as you 
know, is fimanced by hundreds of thousands of individual citizens who send in 
small contributions annually in exchange for sheets of wildlife stamps. Most 
of these contributors neither hunt nor fish. 

It has become clear that the only way to preserve our critical wet lands, 
and to insure the perpetuation of waterfowl resources, is to take such areas 
into public ownership. The necessary, long-range acquisition goals have been 
worked out cooperatively by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
State conservation departments. They have been presented at this hearing 
These goals—a total of 12%4 million acres of waterfowl habitat with T4, million 
under Federal jurisdiction and 5 million in State ownership—are minimal, in 
our judgment, and absolutely essential. 

Land acquisition, of course, takes money and the problem is to get the money. 

Therefore we support either H. R. 5817 or H. R. 6691 and earnestly hope this 
committee will speed favorable action on one of them, or on a measure which 
combines the best features of both. We recognize that perfecting amendments 
probably are needed for either. 

30th of these measures go directly to the heart of the problem by proposing 
ways to get more money into the migratory bird conservation fund for wet lands 
acquisition. 

By earmarking all of the funds for land acquisition, by purchase, lease, or 
other means, and by increasing the duck stamp fee from $2 to $3, Mr. Reuss’ bill 
would provide for speedier expansion of the refuge system, in our opinion, than 
Mr. Dingell’s bill. For that reason we are inclined to favor the Reuss bill. The 
need is for action, and speed is essential. 

H. R. 6691 assumes that Congress will appropriate sufficient funds for main 
tenance and administration of the areas and for other waterfowl management 
purposes, and I think such an assumption is fair. The additional, direct ap 
propriations would not be much greater, if any, than the sums authorized by the 
Dingell bill to match the duck stamp receipts. 

Speaking for the National Wildlife Federation, I am not in a position to give 
the unqualified endorsement of our organization to the $1 increase in the duck 
stamp fee as proposed in the Reuss bill. I personally favor such an increase 
Perhaps it shou!d be more than $1. However, we do not have a resolution or 
other action on the subject by the State affiliate representatives whe make up 
the primary policymaking body of the National Wildlife Federation. At our 
1955 national convention a resolution favoring an increase in the duck stamp 
was considered but was changed to a recommendation of a study of the need. 
Many of our member organizations at that time were leery of any increase 
because of revelations that most of the receipts have been spent, not for acquisi- 
tion as originally intended, but for maintenance and administrative costs and 
for other purposes only indirectly related to the objective of establishing a 
national system of waterfowl! refuges. 

It is my personal opinion that the duck hunters of the United States would 
support an increase in the duck stamp, and would willingly pay the higher fee 
for this incomparable sport, if they were assured by law that the money would 
be used as intended—to assure the future of their sport. The Reuss bill 
would provide that guaranty. 

One controversial question relating to the national waterfowl refuges is 
whether or not portions of them should be opened, when the waterfowl popu- 
lations permit, to public shooting. Mr. Reuss’ bill would give the Secretary 
of the Interior discretionary authority to open half of any refuge to public 
shooting, provided the populations and flights using the area are not at the time 
ona decline. This provision, we fear, will draw the opposition of many powerful 
conservation groups. We prefer the existing provision of the Migratory Bird 
Hunting Stamp Act, as amended, which permits the use of only 25 percent of 
a refuge for hunting when the Secretary finds that some harvest is consistent 
with good management of the resource and the flights are not declining. 

Mr. Chairman, the conservation-minded citizens of this country would be 
greatly cheered, and most pleased, to see the Congress make a positive attack 
on the wet lands problem. Big thinking and constructive action is needed now 
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to save our waterfowl resources. We respectfully urge this committee to report 
favorably either H. R. 5817 or H. R. 6691, or a bill combining the best features 
of both. 


Thank you for your courtesy and the privilege of presenting our views. 


Mr. Kuiuczynsxi. Are there any further comments or questions? 

If not, that completes the hearing on H. R. 6691 and the record 
will be open for 10 days to anyone who wants to put a statement in 
there. 

Now, we come to H. R. 5817 introduced by Mr. Dingell. 

The bill will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(H. R. 5817 follows:) 


[H. R. 5817, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize for each fiscal year an appropriation into the migratory bird con- 
servation fund equal to all moneys received for Federal migratory-bird hunting stamps 
during the next preceding calendar year, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That (a) section 4 of the Act entitled 
“An Act to supplement and support the Migratory Bird Conservation Act by 
providing funds for the acquisition of areas for use as migratory-bird sanctu- 
aries, refuges, and breeding grounds, for developing and administering such 
areas, for the protection of certain migratory birds, for the enforcement of the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and regulations ae and for other purposes,” 
approved March 16, 1934, as amended (16 U. . 718d), is amended by insert- 
ing immediately after the first sentence caubead the following new sentence: 
“There is authorized to be appropriated into such fund, in addition to moneys 
received for such stamps, an amount equal to all moneys received for such 
Stamps during the period January 1 to December 31, both inclusive, preceding 
the fiscal year for which appropriations are made pursuant to this sentence.” 

(b) Subsection (a) of such section is amended by— 

(1) striking out “85” and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “‘50 
per centum shall be available for the acquisition of suitable areas for invi- 
olate migratory-bird sanctuaries, under the provisions of the Migratory 
Bird Conservation Act to be expended for such purpose in all respects as 
moneys appropriated pursuant to the provisions of such Act. Not less than 
35” ; and 

(2) by striking out “acquisition, administration” and inserting in lieu 
therof the following: “administration.” 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman, would there be any objection to com- 
bining the hearings on the 2 bills and having 1 record? Then, any- 
thing that is said about one—— 

Mr. Kuuczynsk1. I notice that Mr. Parker is here and he wants 
to be heard on the Dingell bill. 

Mr. Parker. I have a prepared statement for the Dingell bill, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Kiuczynski. Perhaps we ought to have Mr. Dingell first. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN D. DINGELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Dinceii. Mr. Chairman and my good friends and colleagues 
on the committee, I want to extend to each of you my very sincere 
thanks for an opportunity to appear to testify on behalf of my bill, 
H. R. 5817. 

For the record, I will say that my name is John D. Dingell, and I 
am a Member of Congress from the 15th Congressional District of 
Michigan. 
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Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to insert my 
statement into the record and then just make a few brief comments 
on the subject matter. 


Mr. Kivczynsxt. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
(Mr. Dingell’s statement follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is John D. Dingell, 
and I am a Member of Congress from the 15th Congressional District of 
Michigan. 

I would like to preface my statement by extending to the Chair and to the 
membership of this committee, my good friends and colleagues, my sincere and 
heartfelt thanks for an opportunity to appear and to present this statement on 
behalf of my bill, H. R. 5817. 

As the committee well understands from its consideration of the wildlife 
refuge problem during the last session of Congress, the problem of furnishing 
and acquiring adequate habitat in the United States for wildfowl is one of the 
greatest magnitude. The hearings last year indicated that available wildfowl 
habitat outside of State and Federal lands will have been used up by 1975 if 
the present rate of use and drainage continues. At present the habitat in the 
United States is barely sufficient to harbor already declining waterfowl popula- 
tions. The Fish and Wildlife Service has estimated that we will need 17% 
million acres of State and Federal lands for wildfowl habitat to preserve exist- 
ing stocks of waterfowl. At the present time, less than one-quarter of that 
amout of land is presently under reservation by State and Federal Governments. 
As the committee knows, sportsmen of this country who hunt waterfowl must 
purchase a migratory waterfow! stamp, generally known as a duck stamp, 
under the provisions of the act of March 16, 1934. When this bill was originally 
passed it was contemplated by the Congress that the funds and proceeds from 
the sale of such stamps would be used for the purchase and acquisition of lands 
to be used for wildfowl habitat and for administration of such areas. Fifteen 
percent of the receipts were earmarked for costs of producton and sale of the 
stamps. 

It is interesting to note that during the first few years of this law and, indeed, 
until 1939, not one nickel of duck stamp money was used for the purchase of land 
for wildfowl habitat. The result over the years has been that less than 8 
percent of the revenue from the sale of these stamps, which total amounted to 
some $49,485,423, has been used to purchase land amounting to 264,729 acres. 
During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, purchases by 214 million hunters 
at $2 a stamp turned into the Treasury a total of $4,739,760. Of this amount $1 
million was spent for land purchases. The balance was used to administer and 
develop some 314 million acres in existing refuges, to do research and to pay 
for engraving and selling of stamps. 

At the present rate of acquisition it will take something on the order of 330 
years to obtain the needed 171% million acres of land. If the total amount of 
receipts during the year 1956 is allocated to the purchase of wildfowl habitat, 
approximately 40 years will elapse before the Bureau of Fish and Wildlife can 
acquire its modest goal of 414 million acres of additional lands. 

The bill, H. R. 5817, of which I am the author, attempts to correct the 
problem with which conservationists and the Bureau of Fish and Wildlife is 
faced by doing two things. One, placing 100 percent of the annual income from 
the sale of duck stamps into a fund to be used exclusively for acquisition of 
inviolate migratory bird sanctuaries under provisions of the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Act. Notice that the word “acquisition” is used instead of “acqui- 
sition and administration.” This will devote practically the entire sum of duck 
stamp revenues to purchase preferably, but also lease, or other form of acquisi- 
tion of land. Two, a fund equal to the annual revenue derived from the sale of 
duck stamps is authorized to be appropriated for purposes to which moneys were 
formerly authorized under the Migratory Bird Conservation Act; the acquisi- 
tion of areas for migratory bird sanctuaries, refuges, breeding grounds; for 
developing and administering such areas; and for the protection of migratory 
birds. 

This will permit a substantial increase in the amount of funds available for 
purchase of lands and will still permit the Bureau of Fish and Wildlife to con- 
tinue using certain amounts of money for administration where necessary. 
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I want to make it very clear, however, that I do not approve of the utilization 
of such funds for any but the most necessary administrative and other expendi- 
tures, which I believe are really inconsistent with the purposes of the original 
act, since at the present time the need for acquisition of land is so desperate. 

I want my colleagues on the committee to know that I am no married to any 
particular form of this legislation and would be delighted to have the com- 
mittee in its wisdom take steps to amend this bill, to combine it with other bills 
of the kind introduced by my good friend, Congressman Henry Reuss of Wis- 
consin, or other of my colleagues, or to make such other changes as would more 
fully and better effectuate the purposes of the original act, and speed up the 
acquisition of lands. 

In conclusion I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and my friends and col- 
leagues on the committee for your courtesy to me this morning and for your 
very careful consideration of this most important legislation. 

Mr. Dineen. I believe this committee is thoroughly familiar with 
the problem that we have with the duc ‘k stamps and the acquisition 
program for wildlife refuges. I believe the committee, as a result 
of hearings which were held last year and the year before, is 
particularly well familiar with the fact that we are at this time 
very short of refuge lands and that the future of the waterfowl pop- 
ulation of this country is extremely dark unless something very vig- 
orous is done by the C ongress and by the Government of this coun- 
try to assure a sufficient amount of habitat in the future. 

‘In my statement I go into the amount of money which has been 
secured from the sportsmen of this country by the sale of duck 
stamps throughout the existence of the act. That amount is about 
$49 million, of which less than 8 percent has been used for the ac- 
quisition of refuge lands, an average of about 12,000 acres a year 
which has been acquired. In fact, less than 12,000 last year is a good 
example, about 12,000 acres acquired. 

The Fish and Wildlife has said that 1714 million acres, or there- 
abouts, is required for the habitat of the wildlife fowl population of 
this country. ‘That includes land in the United States, Canada, and 
in the Territory of Alaska. 

Within the continental United States we have about 7 million acres 
which has been set aside, of which about 314 million acres pres- 
ently is available in the form of Federal lands. 

Our ‘pwoblien 1, Mr. Chairman, is this: We have an increasing pop- 
ulation—our population just went to 171 million people—and it 1s 
anticipated in the next 20 years or so that the population will increase 
in the order of 200 million. We have no way of knowing how large 
our ultimate population growth will be, nor how much land will be 
required to house our people, but each year we take 1 million acres 
of land out of farm and forest and marsh and put it into cities and 
residential and industrial use. This, of course, is a very substantial 
amount of land each year that disappears from available land for 
wildlife and for refuges, so you can see that the situation is very 
dangerous. Indeed, the Fish and Wildlife has estimated that if the 
present rate of use and drainage and building on wet lands and 
marshes is continued that by 1975 there will be no land available for 
the use of this wildfowl resource except what exists on State and 
Federal lands within the continental limits of the United States. 

One last comment I would like to make on my bill, and the other 
bills presently before the committee is this: 

T am not married to any particular form of any particular bill. 
Mr. Reuss’ bill has many features that I think are extre mely fine and 
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would serve the use of conservation and sportsmen very well. Mr. 
Engle and Mr. Lester Johnson, who appeared before the committee 
yesterday, have bills in which, to my thinking, have very desirable 
features, and it would be my hope that the committee would devote 
its wisdom to consideration of this problem and would report out a 
bill which, in its own thinking, would represent the best approach to 
this particular problem. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I say thank you very much this morning, and the 
members of the committee, for an opportunity to testify on behalf 
of this bill. I will be happy to answer any questions that the Chair 
or any members of the committee might wish to ask. 

Mr. Kuuczynskr. Mr. Allen? 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman, one of the troubles we have—I have felt 
it over the years—is the feeling that money was being put up by 
hunters and while they got much more than their money’s worth back, 
they could not trace it. I wonder if there should not be any formula 
in here so that if one person put up his money he would know that 
payment for so much was commensurate with a benefit coming back 
to the area in which he was using hunting privileges ? 

As I said, I think they are getting their money’s worth already, but 
what we need for appropriations is the support of hunters. One way 
of getting the support is to make them feel they are getting their 
money back. 

Mr. Dincetx. You mean a geographical distribution formula ? 

Mr. Auten. Something like that. If you raise the price a dollar 
on the duck stamp to provide in some general formula that the money 
should be used to buy additional areas in the area in which the duck 
stamps were sold, that might do it. 

Mr. Dincetx. I can only plead to being a duck hunter myself. [ 
am not an expert in this field, but I can say this: I think that some- 
thing like that might be possible. I would pr efer to hear the com- 
ment of the Fish and Wildlife people as to their views on it. I think 
if such distribution were to be made, it would have to be made in the 
broadest geographical sense, in the Northeast, Southwest, or Pacific 
coast, or the Atlantic coast, or gulf. It would have to be distributed 
that broadly, or perhaps distributed on the basis of flyways. You 
could say that this much money will go to the Pacific or ¢ ‘entral or 
the Rocky Mountain area, or the Atlantic coast flyway. But then you 
run into a problem there that it may be that you will hamper the 
Fish and Wildlife people in their expenditure of this money. 

[ can only say this: As a duck hunter myself, all I want to do is 
know that there is going to be enough land acquired to guarantee that 
this resource will continue to exist and continue to be available for 
me and other duck hunters to enjoy. 

Mr. Atzien. I think we all feel that that is the objective, giving 
the support and getting the program through. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxr. Mr. Dingell, did you tell me that any of this 
money from the duck stamps was diverted to any other agency; is 
that true or not? 

Mr. Dincetx. Mr. Chairman, my understanding is that duck stamp 
money is used to acquire and administer these refuges. Now 15 per- 
cent of the funds is specifically earmarked, as I understand it, for 
the Post Office to pay for the costs of engraving, printing, and so 
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forth. To my knowledge, there is no diversion to other agencies ex- 
cept as ae be necessary to administer and carry out the purposes of 
the act 

I han ave no criticism to make, at least myself, of the way the money 
has been administered in that regard. The only criticism that I might 
make is that so little of the duck stamp funds, the substantial amount 
of $5 million, have actually found their way into the purchase of wet. 
lands and refuges and things of that sort. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxt. Mr. Zincke? 

Mr. Zincke. No questions. 

Mr. Kuuczynsxr. Mr. Dellay? 

Mr. Detiay. No questions. 

Mr. Kivuczynskt. Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Petr. Mr. Dingell, you will play a part in whatever 
amendments are necessary to come out with in this? 

Mr. Drincetw. Yes. 

Mr. Kuvuczynsxi. Mr. Callison. 

Mr. Cauuison. Mr. Chairman, I apologize for not being here ear- 
lier. Yesterday I checked the witness list, and I say that I was low 
man on the totem pole so I did not hurry to get here this morning. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxi. Mr. Callison, your statement is already in “the 
record on H. R. 6691, and we have finished with that bill. However, 
the record is open for anything further that you may want to add. 

The others got here earlier and were heard. 

Mr. Cauuison. I understand that Mr, Shoemaker placed my state- 
ment in the record. 

Mr. Kiuczynskt. He did a very fine job. 

Mr. Catuison. He always does, and I am honored to have him pre- 
sent my statement or represent me at any time. 

I will not repeat the material in my statement, but I lave copies of 
it In case you are interested, or in case the members of the committee 
would like to see it. 

I should like to emphasize, in behalf of the National Wildlife Fed- 
eration, what we feel is the urgency of some positive action in this 
field. We favor enactment of either H. R. 5617 or H. R. 6691. 

In my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, I covered both of 
those bills rather than taking them se parately. We think probably 
the best bill, as Mr. Shoemaker explained, would be a combination 
of some of the features of each. We think that part of Mr. Reuss’ 
bill providing for an increase in the duck stamp and would be de- 
sirable. 

Speaking individually, as a member of the National Wildlife Fed- 

ation staff—I would like to make clear that as a national organiza- 
tion, the National Wildlife Federation is not in a position to endorse 
in an unqualified manner the increase in the duck-stamp fee because 
we have not had a resolution on this subject—but we do believe that 
should the legislation guarantee that the revenues from the duck- 
stamp fees, or a substantial portion thereof, would be used for acquisi- 
tion of waterfowl areas and for extension of the waterfowl refuge pro- 
gram, that the sportsmen of America would enthusiastically support 
such an increase and would willingly pay the fee. 

The sportsmen of America, of course, have willingly borne the 
financial cost of wildlife conservation programs throughout the history 
of conservation in this country. 
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The Reuss bill assumes that the Congress would appropriate funds 
to carry on the administrative costs, the costs of maintenance and 
development of the refuge program and other costs pertaining to 
management of migratory waterfowl. We feel that such an assump- 
tion is fair, but we think that in any bill that this committee might 
perfect and report, language should make clear that it is the intent 
of Congress to authorize such appropriations. 

Mr. Dingell’s bill is clear on that point in that it authorizes appro- 
priations equal to the annual receipts from the duck-stamp fees. We 
think that is a good provision and we also believe that the provision 
of Mr. Reuss’ bill that would : atone the Secretary of Interior 
to open, in his discretion, half of any refuge area to public shooting, 
to be unwise. We think that provision goes a little too far and would 
cause the opposition of some very powerful conservation groups. We 
would prefer keeping the present provision of the Migratory Bird 
and Hunting Stamp Act, as amended, which permits the on of only 
25 percent of a refuge for hunting when the Secretary finds that 
some harvest is consistent with good management and that the flights 
are not declining. 

We would not be opposed to the suggestion that Mr. Gutermuth 
made yesterday that the language in the legislation of this kind per- 
mitting such use of a part of a refuge up to 40 percent of the total 
area provided that there is also some limitation as to the minimum size 
of an area that would be open for public shooting. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the 
organized sportsmen of America and the conservation-minded citizens 
who are interested in migratory birds, many of whom are not hunters 
or fishermen, would be greatly pleased to see the Congress make a 
positive attack on the wet-lands problem. 

Big thinking and constructive action is needed now to save our 

waterfowl resources. We respectfully urge this committee to report 
favorably either H. R. 5817 or H. R. 6619 with some perfecting amend- 
ments or a bill combining the best features of both. 

I thank you for your courtesy and for the privilege of presenting 
our views. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxi. Mr. Callison, do I understand that you are asking 
Congress to appropriate more maintenance, enforcement money, and 
so forth? 

Mr. Catuison. Yes. 

Mr. Kivezynsxi. Do you not think that the increase in duck stamp 

sales would take care of that without asking Congress to appropriate 
money for that ? 

Mr. Catuison. We feel, Mr. Chairman, that even with an increase 
in the duck stamp fee from $2 to $3, the revenues would still be insnffi- 
cient to provide the kind of a wet lands acquisition program that is 
urgently needed to save the resource and that some additional 
appropriations would certainly be necessary. We think it would 
be appropriate, and certainly within the original intent of the Duck 
Stamp Act that Congress appropriate funds for other parts of the 
waterfowl ma inagement program. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxt. Mr. Shoemaker suggested that we raise it to $4; 
that would be raised 100 percent. How do you feel about that? 

Mr. Catxtson. I personally would favor that, too, but again I can- 
not speak officially for the National Wildlife Federation. 
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Mr. Kuvozynsxi. Mr. Allen, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Callison, what is your personal opinion of the 
greatest amount that could be charged for a duck stamp without hav- 

ing the hunters feel that it was an unreasonable charge? 

Mr. Cauuison. Well, I think that there is a possibility that you 
would run into some objection i in the range of $5 or more. Of course, 
I think that we are going to have some “people who would complain 
about any increase, but the vast majority of sportsmen will support an 
increase, I believe, Pere, that they are assured, by such language 
as appears in either of these bills before the committee, that a substan- 
tial part of that money, or most of it, is going to be used for the pur- 
pose they understood was intended in the original Duck Stamp Act. 

Mr. Arten. Do you think there is any need for some further specifi- 

cations in the bills that were introduc ed so that hunters by area would 
know which flyways were receiving benefits proportionate to the con- 
tribution ? 

Mr. Cauuison. Are you thinking about some kind of earmarking of 
funds regionalwise or by flyway s? 

Mr. Auten. Yes. I am wondering if it is necessary or desirable. 

Mr. Cauutson. Frankly, I do not think it is either necessary or 
desirable. I think the administering agencies are going to have some 
occasion to, and will seize upon opportunities to, acquire vital wet 

lands when they have the opportunities, and where they have the 
opportunity to do so, they will. 

Mr. Auuen. I think it also says in your statement that it is a fair 
assumption that Congress would supply the funds for maintenance 
and operation. Has that been true over the years with regard to the 

maintenance and operation of either refuges or fish hatcheries? 

Mr. Cauutson. Well, it has not been true with respect to the national 
waterfowl refuge program because most of the money has come from 
the duck-stamp fees for that purpose. However, I do not think Con- 
gress is to be blamed for that, because the Budget Bureau and the 
administration for the past 12, 15, or 20 years have failed to program 
that money as the sportsmen of this country believed it was intended 
to be programed for acquisition. 

However, I still think it is a fair assumption that Congress would 
assume that responsibility, recognizing the fact that Congress has 
treated important conservation programs very fairly. 

Mr. Auten. That is all. 

Mr. Kiuczynskt. Mr. Dingell, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Dineen. No questions. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kiuczynski. Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Pexr. You say that the Bureau of the Budget has not 
programed the money from the sale of the duck stamps; is that correct ? 

Mr. Catuison. Yes, sir. The Department of Interior and—I think 
I can also say the money should all go back to the Fish and Wildlife 
Service because they have certainly not fought hard enough to get 
an increased program for land acquisition to win it, either in their 
own Department or before the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Van Perr. Do you have any idea how much money there might 
be in the fund at the present time ? 

Mr. Catuison. At the present time? 

Mr. Van Pevt. From the sale of duck stamps. 
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Mr. Catxison. No; I could not quote an exact figure for you. I 
think it is not a erent deal more than 1 year’s receipts from the duck 
stamps. 

Mr. Van Petr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxt. Mr. Dellay ? 

Mr. Detiay. Can it safely be said of the price of the duck stamp 
if it were increased to $4 and possibly $5 that you feel that is the 
ceiling, and «'o you think that the money then will be in sufficient 
amount that it can then be pretty much of a self- “supporting and self- 
sustaining program? Then it should not be necessary for any appro- 
priation to be made by Congress for duck hunting, and it will take 
care of itself pretty much ? 

Mr. Catutson. No; frankly, Mr. Congressman, I do not think even 
that would supply sufficient funds to carry rar ‘the kind of ac quisi- 
tion program that is needed within the per iod of the next 5 or 10 years 
to make certain that these vital wet-land areas are saved before they 
are dr wae or destroyed by other factors. It is a very critical situa- 
tion. I donot think the hunters should carry the whole load on their 
program, because there are many millions of other people who are 
interested in this part of our gr eat wildlife resources. 

In my statement I say that we in the National Wildlife Federation 
are in the position to know the breadth of the public interest in wild- 
life. Our organization is supported, as you may know, by contributions 
made by several hundred thousand citizens annually in return for 
wildlife stamps. That is the way our organization gets its money. 

A study of those contributions shows that most of those people 
neither hunt nor fish. The wildlife has an appeal, an esthetic appeal. 
It has recreational importance to a great many people who do not 
hunt game birds or game animals. “That is one of the reasons we 
have so many millions of people corwding the national parks, the na- 
tional forests, and national wildlife refuges, in order to see wildlife 
and to study it and take pictures of it. 

I believe no thinking citizen would fail to have a desire to conserve 
and properly manage these resources aside from their hunting value. 

Mr. Detxay. Probably if the duck stamp fee is raised from $4 to $5 
and there is a good indication that the program will come close to 
the self-supporting level, appropriations from Congress then might 
be easier to get than under the present setup. W ould you say that? 

Mr. Catxison. I believe Congress would recognize that the duc: 
hunters have made their contribution through the } years and will make 
it. They not only buy their duck stamps for $2 but in every State, 
I think, in order to hunt they also have to have a State hunting li- 

cense. They have made their contribution to this program, and they 
will continue to do so willingly provided they see that the money 
is well spent. 

A few years ago when it was revealed that only about 17 percent, 
as I recall the figure, of all the receipts from the duck stamps have 
been used for the acquiistion of lands to build up this Federal refuge 
system for waterfowl management purposes, they commenced to be 
very unhappy about what was being done with their duck stamp fee. 

That is the reason we failed to have a resolution endorsing an in- 
crease in the duck stamp fee. When such a resolution was brought 
before our annual convention in 1955, many of our delegates objected 
that the money is not being used as it was supposed to be used. 
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Mr. Detitay. You feel as a matter of personal feeling from past 
experience that if we come through with a compromise bill which 
has some features in it that would be attractive to sportsmen, that 
they would be more amenable to an increase in the duck stamp fee? 
You believe that the feeling would be then if we form a compromise 
bill from these bills being presented, with some of the salient features 
the sportsmen are interested in, it would be an indication that Con- 
gress is becoming interested in the program to a greater degree and 
that might bring acceptance on their part of a higher duck stamp 
fee from $4 to $5% Do you think that might come about ? 

Mr. Catuison. I think that is true, sir. 

Mr. Detiay. That is all. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxi. Mr. Gross? 

Mr. Gross. I am sorry I was not here to hear all of Mr. Callison’s 
testimony. I might be slightly repetitious. 

Do I understand you advcoate the purchase of 400,000 acres per 
year for 10 years? 

Mr. Cauuison. In my statement, Mr. Gross, I did not specify a 
particular figure, but I think such a program has been recommended 
by the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

At any rate, the overall objective is to bring into public ownership 
for the purpose of assuring the perpetuity of waterfowl resources 
some 1214 million acres of waterfowl! habitat, lands that are valuable 
for waterfowl. 

The program that. has been worked out cooperatively between the 
Fish and Wildlife Service of the Federal Government and the State 
game and fish departments is for the State agencies to acquire and 
to manage about 5 million acres of that, the Federal Government 
approximately 71% million acres. 

It is extremely important that this be done as soon as possible and 
as rapidly as possible because drainage programs, pollution, siltation, 
and other factors are rapidly destroying the remaining areas that 
can be used for this purpose. 

Mr. Gross. You do personally advocate a $1 or $2 increase in the 
duck stamp ? 

Mr. Cauutson, That is right. 

Mr. Gross. I assume the need for this revenue would be to carry 
out such a program as this. 

Mr. Ca.tison. That is the need. 

Mr. Gross. The acquisition of more land for more refuges. 

Mr. Cauuison. That is the crying need, sir. 

Mr. Gross. You must have some idea of the amount of land that 
could be had on the basis of increased revenue. 

Mr. Cauuison. That is right. 

Mr. Gross. Have you stated the average annual cost of the ac- 
quisition of 400,000 acres? Is there any way to arrive at that? 

Mr. Cauurson. Yes, Mr. Gross. I can prepare such an estimate, 
but in the preparation of my statement I did not do that because I 
noticed that in the statement presented by Mr. Reuss he had such 
figures and the Fish and Wildlife Service recommendations proposed 
such figures. So I just did not go to the work to do it in my own 
statement. 

Mr. Gross. I will not take any more of the committee’s ‘time be- 

cause I did not hear the testimony yesterday. 
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Mr. Dincetx. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Gross. Yes. 

Mr. Drnorty. I have that figure. I believe the figure was given 
as about $40 per acre to acquire. Some lands would necessarily have 
to be acquired at more and some at less, so the average figure was 
about $40 per acre to acquire this whole amount. 

I think personally that figure is a little high from my conversation 
with Mr. Karsten, who is on the Migatory Bird Commission. He 
indicated land could presently be acquired for something less overall. 
I hope that helps you. 

Mr. Gross. Thank you. That is all. 

Mr. Kuvczynsxt. Mr. Zincke? 

Mr. Z1ncke. No questions, sir. 

Mr. Kuuczynsxr. Thank you. 

Mr. Catuison. I would like to request the inclusion of some addi- 
tional material in the record if the committee will consent. 

Mr. Ktvuczynskti. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Ca..ison. First is a paper presented by Dr. J. H. Shaeffer of 
Parker, S. Dak., chairman of the North and South Dakota Emer- 
gency Conservation Committee at the 22d North American Wildlife 
Conference held here in Washington March 4, 5, and 6,1957. The title 
of this paper is “Department of Agriculture Drainage Subsidies Are 
Scuttling Waterfowl.” This paper emphasizes the fact that vital 
waterfowl areas are being destroyed rather rapidly and the need for 
an action program. It is 11 double-spaced typewritten pages. 

Mr. Kuvuczynskt. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The document referred to follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE DRAINAGE SUBSIDIES ARE SCUTTLING WATERFOWL 


Paper presented by Dr. J. H. Shaeffer, Parker, 8S. Dak., chairman, North and 
South Dakota Emergency Conservation Committee, at the 22d North American 
Wildlife Conference, March 4, 5, 6, 1957, Washington, D. C. 


Production of waterfowl in the United States has received many setbacks. 
As the industrial revolution progressed, highway and municipal development and 
drainage programs destroyed much of waterfowl’s ancestral breeding grounds. 
By the turn of the century, this country’s principal duck production habitat 
has been confined to the Midwestern States of Iowa, North and South Dakota, 
Minnesota, Nebraska, and Montana. 

The first blow to waterfowl in recent times occurred in Iowa’s once-famed 
pothole country. Habitat estimated to have produced between 4 and 5 million 
ducks annually was nearly obliterated by privately financed drainage programs. 
Federal subsidies for drainage finished the job, and Iowa’s contribution to annual 
production declined to a negligible 3,000 to 5,000 ducks. 

Since wet land habitat in both Nebraska and Montana was limited, the salva- 
tion of this country’s waterfowl became largely dependent upon breeding areas 
in the prairie pothole region of North and South Dakota and Minnesota, an 
area which, today, accounts for approximately 75 percent of the total United 
States duck production. Make no mistake about it, the ability of waterfowl 
to perpetuate shootable populations had been placed under severe handicap by 
nearly a century of wet land despoilation. It soon became evident that the 
eombination of drainage, together with greatly increased hunting pressure, 
ealled for drastic action if we were to continue to hunt ducks. 

Bag limits and length of seasons were slashed—with no small amount of 
protest from the hunting public. Some complained that these stringent measures 
were unnecessary; that Canada, the horn of plenty, could produce all the ducks 
we needed. What these people failed to realize was that the same forces, 
which had destroyed much of our waterfowl potential here, were likewise cause 
for alarm in Canada. Most people, however, went along with the added restric- 
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tions, and we have been able to salvage a portion of our once countless numbers of 
waterfowl. 

In light of these events, we are acutely aware that unwise drainage programs, 
if continued, will surely spell the end to wildfowling as we know it today. 
Waterfowl are making their last stand in the United States. Their ability to 
perpetuate a shootable surplus throughout this country will be invalidated by 
any further reduction of breeding habitat in North and South Dakota and 
Minnesota. 

Yet, with full knowledge of the consequences to our waterfowl resources, the 
United States Department of Agriculture continues to encourage a subsidized 
drainage program in this vital area, under the guise of soil and water conserva- 
tion. Furthermore, agencies of this Department have not only accelerated sub- 
sidized drainage in recent years, but to save this phase of their program, have 
sabotaged wet land restoration provisions of the Soil Bank Act, in direct con- 
tradiction to the expressed wish of Congress. 

I am fully aware that this is a strong indictment. Yet, these conclusions 
are supported by extensive investigation conducted by the North and South 
Dakota Emergency Conservation Committee. 

For those of you who may be unfamiliar with the activities of this committee, 
a brief explanation is in order. The committee was activated about a year ago 
at the request of the North and South Dakota wildlife federations. Members of 
both State organizations had become alarmed about the effect of drainage which 
was causing drastic reduction of water supplies in the two Dakotas and western 
Minnesota. Frankly, we were primarily concerned with the threat of promis- 
cuous drainage to our agricultural economy. Yet, we recognized that drainage 
was not merely a local problem. Soil, water, and wildlife resources of national 
importance were being destroyed, and as such, concerned the entire country. 

Since the Agricultural Department had shown callous disregard for the facts 
as presented time and again by national conservation organizations, we decided 
to place these facts before a public board of review, comprised of those who 
stood the most to lose—the people of this country, Our objective was to foster 
public support for a national water development and protection program wherein 
the needs of various resources dependent upon water could best be served. This 
was not an idea which originated with this committee. Congress, some time 
ago, recognized the need for such a policy, when it put into operation its “multiple 
use” program for river basin development. 

This program called for treatment of water-dependent resources in accordance 
with the greatest public need. The committee believed that the single-purpose 
drainage policy of the Agricultural Department showed disregard not only for 
Congress, but the public need as well. Periodic newsletters containing the 
results of our investigations were transmitted to State conservation departments, 
State presidents affiliated with the National Wildlife Federation and Izaak 
Walton League of America, national farm organizations, and over 200 major 
newspapers from one end of the country to the other. The committee was well 
pleased with results and felt that their effort had played at least a small part 
in focusing attention on a matter which was most deserving of public scrutiny. 

For reasons of brevity, I shall refer mainly to committee investigations in 
South Dakota. Please bear in mind, however, that our findings in South Dakota 
are not unique. Administration of drainage programs in North Dakota and 
Minnesota are strikingly similar. 

Subsidized drainage was introduced into this three-State area in 1943 for 
the purpose of stimulating agricultural production to aid in the war effort. From 
1944 to 1949, the agricultural conservation program service in South Dakota 
expended approximately $600,000 for drainage payments, exclusive of the cost of 
free engineering assistance rendered by the Soil Conservation Service. By 
1946, supply of basic agricultural crops was outstripping demand, and by 1949, 
both farmers and the Government were in serious trouble, as a result of this over- 
production. 

An imperiled farm economy obviously called for immediate curtailment of 
production, together with elimination of drainage subsidies. Yet, drainage sub- 
sidies were not only retained; their use was accelerated. From 1949 to 1954, 
nearly $1,200,000 was expended for drainage by the South Dakota ACPS. The 
inevitable results are now apparent. ACPS and SCS encouragement for the use 
of financial and free engineering assistance has aggravated the serious problem 
of unwanted agricultural surpluses, caused tremendous loss of water which is 
vitally important to the future agricultural economy of this semiarid region, 
and has destroyed a substantial portion of the last remaining waterfowl breeding 
habitat of consequence in the United States. 
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To recapitulate, here are the committee’s findings : 
1. Because of improper timing, drainage subsidies appeared to have had little, 
if any, value in helping to sustain the war effort. 

2. Drainage subsidies continue to contribute to present-day surplus problems. 

3. Drainage subsidies have resulted in the effective obliteration of over 
1 million acres of nationally important waterfowl breeding habitat in North and 
South Dakota, and Minnesota, and, if continued according to Department of 
Agriculture plans, will soon destroy the remaining wet lands. 

4. The committee was unable to ascertain any logical reason for continuation 
of drainage subsidies in the prairie pothole region. 

These facts are a matter of public record and are well known to the Agricul- 
tural Department. A committee, composed of the game directors of North 
Dakota, South Dakota, and Minnesota, officers of the National Wildlife Federa- 
tion and the Wildlife Management Institute, the director of the Welder Wildlife 
Foundation, with the chairman of the North and South Dakota Emergency Con- 
servation Committee, after many weeks of negotiations, secured an audience 
with the Secretary of Agriculture in September 1956. It had been apparent that 
previous resolutions and statements concerning subsidized drainage had never 
been called to the personal attention of the Secretary. Case histories and photo- 
graphic evidence were presented to the Secretary, showing many instances of 
drainage projects contrary to the regulations as provided by Congress. Although 
this committee received a fair and courteous hearing, no definite statement 
indicating a change in policy has been forthcoming from the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Why then does the ACPS insist upon continuing its subsidized drainage pro- 
gram? The emergency conservation committee believes that the South Dakota 
ACPS annual report for 1954 reveals the main reason for continued drainage 
subsidies is this agency’s desire to spend all its appropriations. This report 
states, and I quote, “Although it is true that over $1 million of South Dakota's 
budget was turned back to the Federal Treasury unused * * * it is the feeling 
of the State committee that the 1954 program was a successful one as far as 
accomplishment of true conservation is concerned * * *. Some county commit- 
tees were too conservative in making commitments for practice approvals and 
this may have discouraged farmers from carrying out proposed projects in some 
cases. This is a difficulty which can easily be overcome in the future.” 

Analysis shows that the 1954 ACPS appropriation for South Dakota was ap- 
proximately $3,600,000, of which over $1 million was returned to the Treasury in 
unexpended funds. No such difficulty (as predicted by the ACPS) was experi- 
enced in 1955. Of appropriations totaling approximately $4,700,000 during 
this latter year, only about $400,000 had to be returned to the public coffers. 
The emergency conservation committee’s opinion as to the reason for continued 
drainage subsidies or, for that matter, any other unwarranted subsidy, can be 
summed up by a statement included in a news release published in June of 1956. 
“The Agricultural Department formerly advocated the control of water at its 
source : 

“These earlier guiding principles were ‘Hold water on the land where it falls’ 
and ‘Make water walk—not run—downhill.’ Obviously drainage policies no 
longer follow these basic soil and water conservation principles which apparently 
have been sacrificed in order to further the expansion of the agricultural con- 
servation program service and the Soil Conservation Service.” 

There now appears to be tremendous public interest in programs designed to 
regain our once important waterfowl heritage. Conservationists, and this term 
includes not merely a select few, but everyone who believes in the wise use of 
our natural resources for the greatest public good, looked to the soil bank to 
help solve many problems which have resulted from subsidized drainage pro- 
grams. While the Soil Bank Act of 1956 is primarily directed toward ultimate 
reduction of surplus agricultural crops, this legislation also carries a clear 
mandate for the protection and conservation of wildlife values. 

Conservation organizations whose efforts gave great impetus to the passage 
of this bill were encouraged by the initial action of the Agricultural Department 
which administers the program. While this agency failed to publicize the wild- 
life benefits made possible by the enabling legislation, it, nevertheless, developed 
regulations which, if properly administered, would go a long way toward restor- 
ing vital waterfowl breeding habitat. Practice G—2, for example, which author- 
ized the restoration of previously drained land to its original condition, would not 
only be of inestimable value to breeding waterfowl but also would tend to “bank” 
important soil and water resources until needed. 
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An examination of last year’s record will illustrate what may be expected 
from the soil bank program in the way of consideration for wildlife. Seemingly 
taking a cue from national policies of the Department of Agriculture to disregard 
initiation of wildlife benefits, some State ACPS committees made the arbitrary 
determination that all money expended for drainage would have to be repaid 
before farmers could participate in benefits from practice G—-2. This attempt 
to scuttle the restoration of wet lands was viewed with alarm by the International 
Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners at their recent 
meeting in Toronto. Subsequent inquiry by this organization revealed that this 
action to restrict the restoration of wet lands was contrary to the national 
policy of the Department of Agriculture. 

This revelation of national policy presented a problem. It is clear that the 
ACPS administrators, who had gone to great lengths to popularize subsidized 
drainage, hoped that their move to block any extensive use of practice G—2 would 
go unchallenged. They recognized that the ACPS and SCS could not long endure 
the public protest which was certain to oceur with the continuation of two 
subsidized programs which were diametrically opposed. 

These agencies have known for several years that their drainage operations 
have been highly detrimental to the Nation’s waterfowl resources. Moreover, 
in many cases, they have not served the best interests of agriculture. To turn 
about and encourage the restoration of some of these same wet lands, drained 
under past programs, would be an indirect admission that their previous attempts 
at drainage were wrong. 

Undaunted by initial failure to play down the wildlife provisions of the soil- 
bank program, and in particular G-—2, another, moer subtle approach was em- 
ployed. For years, the Agricultural Department with its unlimited publicity 
facilities, had fostered the idea that the Soil Conservation Service was the 
primary wildlife conservation agency in the land, that this agency sponsored 
more genuine conservation than the combined efforts of all State conservation 
departments and the Fish and Wildlife Service. The facts, of course, prove 
otherwise. Basically, the SCS is a farm planning organization interested mainly 
in agricultural capabilities. As such, it should be recognized that any wildlife 
benefits are purely incidental and secondary to its farm planning activities. For 
exaniple, small dams constructed for livestock watering in the west river coun- 
try of North and South Dakota have created waterfowl nesting habitat, but 
these areas cannot make up the production loss from natural breeding areas 
destroyed by drainage in the eastern part of these States. 

Supported by the belief that the SCS would be acceptable in view of the favor- 
able publicity received, the ACPS appointed this agency to administer the wild- 
life practices of the soil-bank program. VPerhaps this action would have passed 
unnoticed had the S'S sufficient qualified personnel to carry out the program. 
The fact remains, however, that the SCS has only one biologist in each of the 
States of North and South Dakota and Minnesota. Presumably the solitary biolo- 
gist in each of these States will eventually work out a program to be administered 
by work unit conservationists—the same people who have been instrumental 
in encouraging the drainage program. If this happens, it is clear that the ACPS 
vynd SCS will have successfully blocked any extensive use of practice G—2 for 
the restoration of areas previously obliterated under the drainage program. 

The Agricultural Department pleads that this program cannot effectively be 
administered by any organization outside their jurisdiction. However, this 
attitude is not consistent. The United States Forest Service realistically faced 
their personnel shortage in South Dakota and delegated authority for admin- 
istering the forestry practices of the soil bank to the forestry division of the 
Department of Game, Fish, and Parks. The SCS has the same option as the 
Forest Service—but to make the Department responsible for the wildlife prac- 
tices would have serious consequences to subsidized drainage. 

Thus, ACPS and SCS attempts to retain subsidized drainage portends the 
failure of wildlife practices of the soil-bank program. It becomes clearly evi- 
dent, therefore, that the ACPS and SCS, who have merely given lipservice to the 
cause of wildlife conservation, are directly responsible for the deeline of this 
Nation’s waterfowl resources. Yet, in the final analysis, the individual and 
collective membership of national conservation organizations bear a share of 
this blame for permitting subsidized drainage to continue as a part of the De- 
partment of Agriculture's programy. Recognizing this fact, we must redouble 
our efforts to eliminate this practice. 

It is now apparent that the ACPS does not intend to recognize the status of 
waterfowl, but plans to continue its program of promiscuous drainage in the 
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three waterfowl-producing States, where areas, in many instances, are suffering 
from the worst drought in 25 years. In the stricken areas of the Dakotas and 
Minnesota, the Agricultural Department must answer to. future generations, 
not only for the loss of our waterfowl breeding grounds, but explain the destruc- 
tion eof water tables in an area that only receives enough rainfall in normal years 
te produce a crop. 

It is not unusual in the history of these United States to discover that top 
officials in Government have made serious errors in judgment. To maintain 
a policy that is not in the best interests of all the people is foreign to our way 
of life. Many local ACPS committees and SCS personnel would welcome the 
elimination of subsidized drainage because they realize their administrative 
responsibility in connection with this practice has often been contrary to proper 
water utilization. 

If necessary, a congressional investigation should be initiated which will pave 
the way for the passage of adequate legislation to preserve important wetlands. 
Such legislation is vitally important and basic to any forward-looking program 
for the preservation of our waterfowl heritage. With subsidized drainage elimi- 
nated, appropriate State and Federal conservation agencies should investigate 
the possibilities of public stewardship of important waterfowl breeding habitat. 

It would then be possible for complete cooperation among the Agricultural 
Department, State and Federal wildlife agencies, and conservation organiza- 
tions, to effect a constructive program of water development and protection for 
the benefit of all our people. Only through such cooperation can we hope to 
stabilize our agricultural economy and preserve our great national waterfow! 
heritage. 

It appears at this time that our hope for relief is the Congress of the United 
States. We can prevent this national catastrophe, if we care enough 


Mr. Cauiison. Also, I would like to request the inclusion in the 
record of these two pages entitled “Summary of Chapters from Wet- 
lands of the United States,” a publication of the Department of the 
Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, entitled “Circular 39,” pages 44 
and 45, which is a rather concise summary of the problem and need, 


the findings of a national wetlands inventory made by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service in cooperation with the States and an explanation 
of the kind of program that is needed to achieve this overall goal 
of 121% million acres. It contains the figures you inquired about, 
Mr. Gross. 

Mr. Kiuczynskt. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


SUMMARY OF CHAPTERS 


The problem of saving wetlands is to prevent marshes, swamps, open shallow 
waters, and seasonally flooded lands from being drained, flooded, or filled, hence 
losing their value as wildlife habitat. These types of aquatic environments, 
collectively identified in this report as wetlands, furnish essential habitat for all 
waterfowl, most species of fur animals, and many species of farm game, forest 
game, and warm-water fish. Coordinated advance planning by all resource 
interests is the keynote to solving the problem. As an aid in such planning, the 
Fish and Wildlife Service, with the cooperation of State game agencies, con- 
ducted a wetlands inventory with emphasis on present usefulness of the lands 
as waterfowl habitat. 

A century of wetland exploitation has taught many lessons in the use and 
misuse of wetlands. The Swamp Land Acts of 1849, 1850, and 1860 paved the 
way for transferring nearly 65 million acres of wetlands in 15 States from Fed- 
eral to State administration for the purpose of expediting their drainage. 
Nearly all these lands are now in private ownership, and their use by wildlife 
is usually only a minor consideration. Although evidences of wetland losses 
as revealed by previous inventories are not completely reliable because they 
represent different types of coverage, it appears that at least 45 million of the 
original 127 million acres of natural wetlands have been drained or otherwise 
destroyed. Agricultural drainage (102 million acres now in organized enter- 
prises) and flood control are the forces primarily responsible, but other 
activities such as canal construction, drainage for mosquito control, industrial 
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expansion, and highway building have greatly reduced the wildlife values of 
some wetlands, particularly along the coasts. 

Wetland soils have physical and chemical properties that are derived from 
the environment in which the soils originate. Climate, land form, and native 
vegetation largely govern the nature of this environment, hence also the nature 
of the soils and their potential uses. Most wetlands are underlain by organic 
soils known as peat and muck, or by recently deposited, water-carried alluvial 
soils. In general, alluvial soils have higher agricultural potentials than peat 
and muck. Many peat and muck soils have proved unproductive for agriculture 
after drainage; others are inherently fertile. In many areas, there appears to 
be a direct relation between potentially good agricultural wetlands and presently 
good waterfowl wetlands, suggesting that competition between agricultural and 
wildlife interests will become more intense in the years ahead. 

The wetlands inventory reveals the location, classification, and evaluation of 
74,439,300 acres of wetlands as waterfowl habitat. At least 90 percent of all 
wetlands of importance to waterfowl are included. From the standpoint of 
waterfowl value, the total acreage covered by the inventory is distributed as 
follows (in millions of acres): 8.9, high; 13.6, moderate; 24.0, low; and 27.9, 
negligible. Values are based on relative waterfowl use in the States where the 
wetlands are located. By wetland categories, the 8 inland fresh types comprise 
63,491,000 acres, the 3 inland saline types comprise 1,618,000 acres, the 3 coastal 
fresh types comprise 4,041,000 acres, and the 6 coastal saline types comprise 
5,290,000 acres. 

The 20 wetland types are ecological classifications designed to help recognize 
the relative importance to waterfowl of the many different kinds of wetlands 
found in the United States. Type designations are also helpful in determining 
values for other forms of wildlife. As waterfowl habitat, the 11 types comprising 
the various kinds of marshes and open waters with emergent nonwoody vegeta- 
tion are far more yaluable to waterfowl than the 5 types that are only water- 
logged or seasonally flooded, or the 4 types characterized by tree and shrub 
growths. However, no wetland type is altogether useless to waterfowl. Although 
most of the acreage of certain types, such as bogs, wooded swamps, and salt 
flats, are presently used very little by waterfowl in most localities, the small 
acreages that are now receiving waterfowl use may be all important locally, 
and the little-used areas may have good possibilities for improvement. Such 
improvement may be the only way of holding waterfowl in a region where good 
habitat is searce. 

Use of the inventory in waterfowl management ranges all the way from formu- 
lating overall habitat-management plans by flyways to selecting individual wet- 
lands for improvement as part of a watershed plan, or as a private duck marsh. 
As originally envisioned, the inventory was to act as a blueprint to show State 
and Federal land-use agencies the location and relative importance of wetlands 
that should be preserved or improved for waterfowl as soil and water conserva- 
tion programs are carried forward. If effectively used for this purpose, the 
inventory will have far-reaching effects on keeping waterfowl populations at 
a harvestable level. 

Public waterfowl areas, both State and Federal, offer permanent habitat for 
ducks and geese—habitat free from land-use changes and usually free from the 
damaging effects of severe droughts. A well-integrated system of public refuges 
and shooting areas throughout the country is essential if waterfowl are to be 
properly protected, distributed, and harvested. Public areas are needed for 
protection in the breeding and wintering regions and for a combination of pro- 
tection and distribution of hunting opportunities in areas used during the 
migration period. The Fish and Wildlife Service estimates that public wildlife 
agencies should eventually administer 12.5 million acres of habitat, of which 7.5 
million acres would be federally owned and 5 million acres State owned, That 
objective is now about 40 percent realized. The future of waterfowl hunting 
as a major American sport, however, depends on continuing the productivity of 
privately owned wetlands, particularly the breeding areas in the North Central 
States, in Canada, and in Alaska. 

Improving wetlands for waterfowl on both private and public lands must 
receive greater attention in future years. Millions of acres of low-value wet- 
lands can be made more attractive to ducks and geese by relatively simple and 
often inexpensive water-control measures. Despite concerted efforts to preserve 
wetlands on private property, economic pressures in some regions will eventually 
result in the conversion of more good duck habitat to croplands or to industrial 
and housing-development sites. In such regions, those wetlands not in high 
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demand for other uses will have to be developed to their full waterfowl potential 
in order to maintain the present distribution and abundance of ducks and geese. 

Contributions to other wildlife are far more extensive than most people realize. 
The use of marshes and swamps by such species as the muskrat, beaver, mink, 
and raccoon is common knowledge, but it is less well known that many species 
of small game and big game utilize wetlands to satisfy seasonal requirements. 
Altogether, at least 50 fur and game species in the United States, exclusive of 
waterfowl, inhabit wetlands to secure food, water, or protective cover. Wooded 
swamps (type 7), although generally low in waterfowl value, are used by 
more resident-game species than any other type of wetland. In fact, the 5 types 
most used by other wildlife (types 7, 6, 1, 8, and 2, in that order) are fairly low 
in waterfowl value, since none of these 5 types is among the 10 types used most 
by waterfowl. When determining the feasibility of a wetland reclamation 
project, values of resident game and fur animals deserve at least equal ranking 
with waterfowl values. 

Mr. Catuison. Thank you very much for the privilege of appearing 
and for the courtesy of the committee. 


Mr. Kiuczynski. The next witness is Mr. Lansing A. Parker. 


STATEMENT OF LANSING A. PARKER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE—Resumed 


Mr. Parker. My name is Lansing Parker, and I am Assistant Direc- 
tor of the Bureau of Sport F isheries and Wildlife. I am happy to 
testify on H. R. 5817. 

This bill proposes to modify the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp 
Act and the Migratory Bird Conservation Act by: 

(1) Authorizing the annual appropriation of an amount that would 
be equal to all the moneys received from the sale of duck stamps dur- 
ing the previous calendar year. 

(2) Changing the percentages of the funds to be earmarked for 
program activities so as to require not less than 50 percent shall be 
used for the acquisition of inviolate migratory bird sanctuaries. Also 
not less than 35 percent shall be used for the administration, develop- 
ment, and maintenance of the refugees. The remainder would be 
available for law enforcement and the costs of printing and selling 
the stamps. 

The Bureau is in accord with the objectives of the bill—that of 
accelerating the acquisition of lands for the national migratory bird 
refuge program. The needs are extremely acute, and the oppor- 
tunities to preserve the necessary wetlands are rapidly disappearing. 
There must be an expanded acquisition program if the resource is 
to be maintained for public recreation. 

av bill would add an estimated $4,500,000 annually to the migra- 

y bird conservation fund. Although the earmarking of 50 percent 
a land acquisition would, to some extent, impede the programing and 
efficient use of available funds, there is sufficient latitude to permit 
normal operations and at the same time make more rapid progress 
toward reaching program goals. This $414 million addition would 
permit an increase of $3, 100, 000 over the amount programed for land 
acquisition in the 1958 budget. The development and maintenance 
program for existing refuges would be increased by $725,000 over the 
1958 budget. We should like to emphasize that, while the land-pur- 
chase program must have high priority, it is also essential to move 
along with the development and maintain the areas as they are ac- 
quired. Local taxing authorities are extremely critical of removing 
lands from the tax rolls and permitting them to remain idle. Also, 
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rehabilitation of lands is quite costly if left idle for any length of 
time. 

We also wish to advise that, while the additional funds proposed 
in the bill would make possible a substantial increase over the present 
land acquisition program, a considerably larger amount will be needed 
to achieve program objectives within a 10- year period. Program 
activities re ating to refuge development and maintenance, investi- 

gations of population status, migrations and harvests, as well as con- 
trol of migratory waterfowl depredations on agricultural crops, must 
be financed from funds subject to the 35- -percent limitation as pro- 
posed in the proposed bill. We wish to advise that the amounts that 
would be available under the bill would not be adequate to finance 
the current program without substantial additional direct appro- 
priations. 

The enforcement of the laws relating to migratory birds and the 
costs of printing, selling, and accounting for ‘the st tamps would be 
covered by the remaining 15 percent. "The additional funds that 
would be available is believed to be adequate to finance these func- 
tions at a satisfactory level. 

The Bureau favors the enactment of H. R. 5817. However, we 
suggest that the committee consider an amendment which relates to 
the amount of area that may be opened to hunting at the discretion 
of the Secretary of the Interior. At present the Hunting Stamp Act, 
as amended, permits the opening of a maximum of 25 percent of a 
refuge when there is no decline in the populations of waterfowl fre- 
quenting the area, and when the refuge is fully developed. In the 
program of preserving small wetlands or “potholes” in the waterfowl 
production region, we , plan to acquire or lease strategic areas. These 
will be small scattered marshes which have no particular value to the 
birds during the migration period. We believe it will be costly to 
maintain these as sanctuaries during the hunting seasons. Further, 
we have learned that many owners of these potholes would object to 
the inviolate refuge feature if they were to lease or sell them. In 
order to adequately carry out the planned program of preserving 
these valuable producton areas, we propose that they be opened to 
hunting during the open seasons. Also, the Bureau believes that 
the committee may wish to consider increasing the percentage of an 
area that may be opened on the larger refuges. We propose that the 
limitation can be safely raised from the existing 25 percent to a maxi- 
mum of 40 percent. To accomplish this, it is recommended that sub- 
section (b) of H. R. 5817 be amended by deleting the word “and” 
at the end of subparagraph (1); by deleting the period at the end of 
subparagraph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the 
word “and”; and by adding an additional subparagraph following 
subparagraph (2) to read as follows: 

(3) by striking out the proviso and substituting in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: Provided, That in his discretion and subject to such regulations as he may 
prescribe, the Secretary of the Interior may permit the taking of migratory 
birds on all or any part of any area subject to his administrative jurisdiction 
comprising not more than 500 acres of land, water, or land and water main- 
tained primarily as breeding grounds for such birds: Provided further, That 
not to exceed 40 percent at any one time of any area in excess of 500 aeres which 
heretofore has been or which may hereafter be acquired, reserved, or set apart 
for the use of the Department of the Interior as an inviolate sanctuary for 
wildlife under any law, proclamation, or Executive order, may be administered 
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by the said Secretary, in his discretion, as a wildlife management area within 
which the taking of migratory birds may be permitted under such regulations 
as he may prescribe, but no such area shall be opened to the taking of migratory 
birds when the said Secretary determines that the population of such birds in 
the migrations utilizing such area is on a decline or that such taking would 
interfere with the primary purposes for which the area was established or is 
being maintained. 

The above statement indicates the Bureau’s position and has not 
been approved by the Department of the Interior or the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxi. Does that complete your statement, Mr. Parker? 

Mr. Parker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kuvezynsxt. Mr. Dingell ? 

Mr. Dinceti. Mr. Parker, I wanted to ask you one question which 
I think is very much in the minds of the members of the committee. 

Have you made any study or has the Bureau made any study as to 
the effect of raising duck-stamp fees ? 

The reason I ask that is this: I wondered whether a raise in price 
would mean any substantial reduction in volume of sales or what im- 
pact it would have on revenue. In other words, would it be a straight- 
line raise? For each dollar raise or for each 10 or 20 or 50 percent 
raise in price, would there be a commensurate rise in income to the 
Government for duck-stamp purpose uses ? 

Mr. Parker. I wish we could answer that. Unfortunately, we have 
not been able to carry out such an investigation. In reporting yester- 
day I indicated that the raise from one to two dollars probably would 
not affect the number of stamps sold, but we are not in a position to 
make a definite statement to that effect. 

— DinGeLt. Would you have any feeling on a raise from 2 to 3 

ra raise from 2 to 4 dollars? 

” Mr. Parker. This would be purely conjecture on my part, but I 
would imagine when we got to $4, there would be some loss in sales. 
In addition to the payment of the duck-stamp fee, each hunter, of 
course, has to purchase a hunting license in the State, and they run 
from $3 on up. So when we are hitting above 3 or 4 dollars in addi- 
tion there, it is going to cut down, I believe. 

Mr. Gross. If the gentleman will yield, in the case of islands, they 
have to purchase a nonresident license to get any ducks. 

Mr. Dincett. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Kuvuczynsx1. Mr. Allen? 

Mr. AuLtEeEN. No questions. 

Mr. Kriuczynski. Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Petr. No questions. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxt. Mr. Dellay ? 

Mr. Detiay. I do not like to harp on one point, but it seems we 
ought to double the price of the stamp, and in getting the sportsmen 
to buy the stamp it will raise $4,500,000, which still will not be enough 
if we get the number of stamps sold. I ‘wonder if the $5 ceiling would 
not be a better thing. If you start with $5, you may have to come 
back. At the $4 level you may lose a certain amount of volume and 
decrease your funds and give you an additional problem of raising 
the additional money that will be necessary if it has to g down to $3. 
I think some consideration should be given to using the $5 figure to 
start off with. That is all. 
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Mr. Kiuczynskxt. Mr. Gross. 

Mr. Gross. For my information, Mr. Parker, how long have you 
been with the Department? 

Mr. Parker. I have been with the Department about 12 years, sir. 

Mr. Gross. What is your position ? 

Mr. Parxer. I am Assistant Director of the Bureau of Sports 
Fisheries and Wildlife. 

Mr. Gross. What is meant by “acquisition of suitable areas for in- 
viclate migratory bird santuaries” ? 

Mr. Parker. An area where no hunting is permitted. 

Mr. Gross. No shooting at all? 

Mr. Parker. That is night. 

Mr. Gross. You speak of the selling of stamps. What is your 
thought of selling of duck stamps? I understand printing and some 
cost in distribution. But where do you run into costs in the selling 
of stamps / 

Mr. Parker. For example, the Post Office Department in 1956 
received $1 16.246. 

Mr. Gross. You reimburse the Post Office Department ? 

Mr. Parker. That is right; for printing, distribution, and account- 
ing of receipts. 

Mr. Gross. But do sporting-goods stores sell stamps? 

Mr. Parker. Some do. 

Mr. Gross. Do you pay them anything? 

Mr. Parker. No. 

Mr. Auten. Will you yield? 

Mr. Gross. Yes. 

Mr. Atuen. Do not the sporting-goods stores buy them from the 
Post Office as a convenience to the hunter ? 

Mr. Parker. Yes. 

Mr. Atten. We had a bill to get them to sell them back when they 
were not used. 

Mr. Gross. I thought that was the case, but I tried to get at the 
cost of selling stamps. 

Mr. Parker. That is the figure we pay the Post Office for the 
services rendered. 

Mr. Gross. I am surprised you reimburse the Post Office Depart- 
ment, because it is my understanding the Post Office Department 
carries out upland bird counts without reimbursement. Is that right? 
Do not the rural mail carriers carry out the bird counts? 

Mr. Parker. That particular activity, I believe, is conducted in co- 
operation with the State fish and game departments. We have noth- 
ing to do with it in our Bureau. That is a voluntary effort, I under- 
stand, on the part of the rural mail carriers; an activity conducted 
by each State. 

Mr. Gross. I was curious to know why one activity was carried out 
by reimbursement and another is not. On what basis do you reim- 
burse the Post Office Department for sale of stamps? How much is 
It per stamp ¢ 

Mr. Parker. May I refer that question to Mr. Griffith, please? Do 
you recall that ? 

Mr. Grirrirn. The payment to the Post Office Department is sup- 
posed to be based on actual cost to them of printing and distribution. 

Mr. Gross. Is there no breakdown as to percentage ? 
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Mr. Grirriru. No breakdown as to percentage. The present duck- 
stamp law limits the portion that can be used for distribution and sale 
of stamps. 

Mr. Auten. Does not the Post Office get $160,000 a year out of the 
total of $4.5 million ? 

Mr. Parker. In 1956 it was $116,246, and in 1957 it is estimated it 
will be $118,000. Likewise in 1958. 

Mr. Gross. Do you not think there will be some diminution in pur- 
chase of stamps if the stamp cost is raised from $2 to $37 

Mr. Parker. I presume we could expect some. How much I would 
not know. 

Mr. Gross. It would be a very substantial reduction in revenue at 
$4; would you not say / 

Mr. Parker. I am not in a position to say exactly what would result. 

Mr. Gross. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Zincke. Since the inquiries yesterday, have you made any 
effort to ascertain when the Department is going to have its reports on 
these bills? 

Mr. Parker. Yes. I understand, sir, that the Bureau of the 
Budget has been requested to furnish their opini on on the depart- 
mental report. I cannot tell you for sure when that would be over, 
but we are pressing for it to get it in your hands as soon as possible. 

Mr. Zincxe. Mr. L-SAIEDAD, I call your attention to the fact that 
the request was made to the Department of the Interior for report on 
this bill on April 6, 1957, and we have no report as yet. 

That is all [ have. 

Mr. Kivezynsx1. How long will it take to get that report, Mr. 
Parker / 

Mr. Parxer. I am sorry, I cannot speak for the Bureau of the 
Budget, but as soon as I get back to the office we will see what we can 
do. 

Mr. Kivczynskr. All right. You get after it and see that this 
committee has all that ica 

Mr. Parker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kivezynsxt. Are there any further questions of Mr. Parker? 
If not, thank you, Mr. Parker. We appreciate your presence pa 
this morning. 

Does anybody else want to be heard on this Dingell bill? 

We would like to wind this up, if possible. 

Mr. Gutermuth, you may take the witness chair. 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE—Resumed 


Mr. GurermurH. I am C. R. Gutermuth, vice president of the 
Wildlife Management Institute. If I may have this brief statement 
submitted in the record—— 

Mr. Kiuczynsxi. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, D. ¢ 


Mr. Chairman, I am C. R. Guthermuth, vice president of the Wildlife Man- 
agement Institute. The institute is a national membership organization, and 
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its program has been devoted to the improved management of natural resources 
in the public interest since 1911. 

The objectives of H. R. 5817 are identical to H. R. 6691 that also is before this 
committee. Both of these proposals seek to assure the sportsmen who purchase 
duck stamps that their money will be devoted primarily to the expansion of the 
national waterfowl refuge system in an effort to provide adequate feeding, nest- 
ing, and resting habitat for desirable populations of ducks and geese. The con- 
cern of sportsmen over the obvious lack of progress in acquiring much needed 

yaterfowl refuge lands has been manifested in hearings held on this general 
subject by congressional committees during the past few years, as well as by 
the introduction of these corrective measures. 

There is nothing new in asking the Federal Government to provide funds on 
a matching basis for programs that are of benefit to the general public. This 
is being done with outstanding success in the Federal aid in wildlife restora- 
tion (Pittman-Robertson) and Federal aid in fisheries restoration (Dingell- 
Johnson) programs. In those two programs the Federal funds that are offered 
to the States on a matching basis are collected from sportsmen in the form of 
special excise taxes on sporting arms, ammunition, and certain kinds of sports- 
fishing tackle and equipment. The money that is put up by the States also is 
collected from sportsmen through the sale of regular State hunting and fishing 
licenses. If other illustrations of similar Federal assistance were needed, we 
could point to highway construction, to forest-fire prevention and control, and 
so forth. 

By adopting the matching-fund plan offered in H. R. 5817, the Congress would 
be acknowledging the rightful responsibility of the Federal Government under 
the migratory bird treaties in looking after the waterfowl resources. Since the 
enactment of the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act in 19384, sportsmen have 
contributed nearly $50 million to the national waterfowl-management program 
through the purchase of duck stamps. The sportsmen were sold the duck-stamp 
idea on the basis that the funds would contribute materially to the recovery of 
waterfowl populations through the acquisition of adequate habitat, but little 
actually has been done in expanding the national waterfowl refuge system. 
The Congress, and the Bureau of the Budget, certainly have taken advantage of 
the unsuspecting sportsmen in the channeling of that money into routine 
operations. 

Agricultural drainage, industrial activity, roads, airports, and urbanization 
continue to take a high toll of wetlands suitable for the maintenance of ducks 
and geese. The total acreage of wetlands destroyed annually far outstrips the 
combined efforts of State, Federal, and private wildlife groups to retain or re- 
store areas for migratory waterfowl. The time for action is long overdue, and 
no real progress will be forthcoming until Congress takes steps to redefine the 
scope and direction of the program, and makes provision for sufficient funds with 
which to do the job. 

The institute believes that the plan for the providing of matching funds is 
preferable to the raising of the duck-stamp fee. The sportsmen have been dis- 
illusioned by the failure of the Federal Government to use more of the $50 mil- 
lion that they already have contributed for land acquisition. Many of them 
feel that the Congress should make up for the appropriations that were reduced 
through the diversion of their duck-stamp moneys. The people want the Fed- 
eral Government to assume more of its rightful responsibilities in providing for 
the management of ducks and geese. 

The suggested amendment contained in H. R. 5817, which would apportion 50 
percent of the funds available for the purposes of the Migratory Bird Conserva- 
tion Act for land acquisition, would, in effect, dedicate 100 percent of the sports- 
men’s contribution to the urgently needed waterfowl refuge land acquisition 
program. This is most desirable, and the remaining 50 percent in matching 
funds would enable the Fish and Wildlife Service to carry on the important 
refuge development and maintenance activities. 

We would like to see the committee consolidate the good features of these 
proposals into a new bill, and thereby provide a measure that would come close 
to meeting all of the needs. 


Mr. Gurermutnu. I would like to just comment on certain parts 
of this statement, Mr. Chairman. We emphasized, it was mentioned 
in my statement yesterday on H. R. 6691, that we prefer the matching 
fund plan that is provided for in H. R. 5817. While we have no par- 
ticular objection to the raising of the duck-stamp fee, we do feel that 
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a great many of the sportsmen of this country think that the Gov- 
ernment should be assuming more of its responsibility in the man- 
agement of these valuable waterfowl resources, 

The sportsmen already have contributed $50 million in the purchase 
of duck stamps toward a land acquisition and development pro- 
gram. As has been brought out time and again in hearings before 
this committee in previous sessions of Congress, many people have 
been unhappy about the small percentage of duck-stamp revenue that 
has actually gone into land acquisition. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say this: The duck stamp, as 
you all know, was enacted to carry out a specific purpose. Prior to 
the enactment of the duck stamp, of course, the Federal Government 
was appropriating the sums that were deemed necessary at that time 
for the routine operations of the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service. When the duck stamp law was enacted, the people were 
sold on the idea that it was going to be something that would con- 
tribute materially to the recovery “of waterfowl populations through 
the acquisition of adequate habitat. As I say, they are quite unh: appy 
about what has happened. Mr. Callison brought out this morning 
how it has worked. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service officials, while we do not blame them 
entirely, we do think they have been somewhat remiss in not making 
it clear to the Bureau of the Budget that the duck-stamp money should 
not be used for routine maintenance operations. Over the years, we 
have found that a very small percentage of the money has gone for 
land acquisition and dev elopment. 

So we feel that it is high time that the Federal Government give 
some consideration to either increasing the routine appropriations 
for the Service or providing some kind of a matching plan similar to 
the one proposed in H. R. 5817. 

The reduction of waterfowl habitat in this country is coming about 
at great speed, and the conservationists have been quite critical of the 
Department of Agriculture, as is pointed out in the statement by Dr. 
J. H. Shaeffer, of Parker, S. Dak., that was presented for the record 
by Mr. Callison here this morning. 

The Department of Agriculture has been subsidizing pothole drain- 
age. While it is paying for that on one side, we think some provisiort 
should be made by the Federal Government to help in this tremen- 
dously important restoration program. Whether it comes about by 
increasing appropriations or through some form of a matching plan, 
we do not care. 

One other thing that I would like to comment on is this provision, 
this proposed amendment. We discussed it briefly yesterday, Mr. 
Allen. It is offered by the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

We would like to see provision made so that the Fish and Wildlife 
Service can acquire by purchase or lease and set aside and preserve 
a substantial number of potholes. By that we mean small wetland 
areas. They are highly productive of waterfowl in the Dakotas and 
Minnesota and throughout that section of the country. 

The States alone cannot do the job. We would like to see some of 
the money go to that purpose, but we do not want to see that small 
pothole purchase program made a part of the refuge system. We 
would like to keep the refuge system intact, and have the potholes 
called “waterfowl production areas.” 
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As I said yesterday, we do not want to see any area under 5,000 
acres opened to hunting. On the other hand, we have no objection 
to going up to 40 percent in the opening of refuges to hunting, but we 
do think a limitation of somewhere around 5,000 acres should be main- 
tained. You start opening areas under 5,000 acres and the preserve 
ceases to be a refuge. 

I stated yesterday, if you open more than about 40 percent of a 
refuge, it ceases to be a refuge. So while we have no objection to 

‘aising the limitation from 25 percent to about 40 percent, we do think 
there should be provision that if the area is under 5,000 acres, it be 
kept closed. 

We would like to have excluded then under that 5,000-acre pro- 
vision the small potholes that we are talking about. Neither the Fish 
and Wildlife Service or the States, nor anybody else, can conduct a 
refuge program on a whole mass of potholes here, there, and the 
other place across this country. It just cannot be done. We would 
like to have them excluded. 

I am fearful if we let the purchase and leasing of potholes be 
worked into the refuge system of the Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
then try to make provisions like 500 acres, et cetera, that we will 
confuse everybody and will get a lot of opposition from people who 
will misunderstand the bill. 

Many of the organizations, if they thought that there was some 
kind of a provision in the bill that was going to permit the opening of 
refuges, all refuges above a 500-acre figure, would oppose the 
measure. ( ‘onsequently, I would like to see the pothole authorization 
handled separately from that portion of the proposed legislation that 
deals with the refuge system. 

I think that is about all I have to say, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kiuczynskt. What would you call a pothole; three or four 
hundred acres ? 

Mr. GurermutH. They run in many cases down to an acre or two 
Throughout Minnesota and the Dakotas—you fly across that country 
and in many parts I am sure many of you have seen where there is so 
much water in small areas that there is just enough land to hold it 
together. 

There has been a tremendous reduction in those small water areas 
under varying forms of drainage. The Federal Government is sub- 
sidizing the drainage. If the landowner wants to do the drainage on 
his own for his own good, let him do it, but we cannot see why the 
taxpayers should be helping to put additional land into crop produce- 
tion when we are turning around and paying for the building of farm 
ponds and are paying subsidies to take areas out of crop production. 

We would like to see the Federal Government help on the pothole 
preservation program. We would like to see provision made in this 
legislation. 

I have advocated, Mr. Chairman, at the end of my brief prepared 
statement that we would like to have the committee consolidate the 
good features of these proposals into a new bill. We feel that could 
be done and that you would come up with a measure that would have 
the complete and widespread endorsement of everyone. 

As has been brought out here time and again by preceding wit- 
nesses, we think that legislation of this type is desperately needed. 
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Mr. Kivuczynsxti. You are asking Congress to increase the appro- 
priations at this time; is that right ! 

Mr. GuTeRMUTH. Rather than use the word “increase,” I would 
like to say “restore.” They were appropriating, as I brought 
out, before the duck stamp—they were appropriating money to the 
U nited States Fish and Wildlife Service for carrying out the obliga- 
tions of the Federal Government under the international treaties 
with Canada and Mexico. 

Everybody wants enforcement; the enforcement of these resources. 
That is a responsibility of the Federal Government. 

When Congress enacted the duck stamp, they said that, surely, a 
portion of the money can be used for enforcement and that sort of 
thing. But what has happened? They knocked down all of the 
routine appropriations. As the report shows, they used a high 
percentage of the duck stamp money to cover routine operations. We 
think it is fundamentally wrong. Instead of asking for an increase 
we are asking that they put back the appropriations that have been 
taken away. 

Mr. Kivuczynsxti. Mr. Dingell, any questions ? 

Mr. Dineetx. No questions. 

Mr. Kuvczynsxi. Mr. Allen? 

Mr. Atten. Mr. Gutermuth, you used the term “potholes were pro- 
ductive of wildlife.” What do you mean by “productive of wildlife”? 

Mr. Gurermutn. Mr. Allen, until a few years ago it was assumed 
by a great many people that most of our waterfowl production was 
in Canada. 

Mr. Aten. The breeding? 

Mr. Gutermutu. The breeding of ducks, reproduction of various 
species of ducks. As you know, the institute operates two of the 
largest research stations on the continent, both in Canada; one is at 
Delta, Manitoba, in the he art of the Can: adian breeding grounds. 

All I want to bring out is this: As our knowledge ‘of waterfowl 
management has been increased in this country and as more intensive 
surveys and studies have been made, we have found that a high per- 
centage of the continental reproduction of migratory birds is coming 
from birds hatched in the northern part of the United States. It is 
in those small potholes that this production is taking place. 

With the shrinkage of those wetlands, down is going our reproduc- 
tive facilities. Of course, the same thing is happening in Canada. 
That is the reason Mr. Reuss’ bill attempts to make provision for 
some work in Canada, too. 

Mr. Atten. There is one other uncertainty, it seems to me, from the 
wording of your remarks. You would take the refuge system and keep 
it apart, and on the land in the refuge system you would permit no 
hunting in parcels of less than 5,000 acres. 

Mr. GurermoutnH. That is right. 

Mr. Atten. You would have the potholes, which could be very 
small, you would permit hunting during the hunting season. 

Mr. Gurermutn. Yes. I do not think you could control them. 
The type of areas that we are talking about that must be preserved, 
the States are doing what they can, private organizations are doing 
what they can, and we want the Federal Government to he ‘Ip. But, 
now we are talking about small areas. They are of such a small 
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caliber for the most part that we should not be considering them as a 
part of the refuge system. 

The service cannot manage those small areas intensively like 
refuges. What you will have is a misunderstanding on the part of 
the people. The people want a definite and well-defined system 
of management for our important national waterfowl refuges. 

While we are pleading for help in the preserving of potholes, if 
we do it as a part of the refuge system, I think we are going to confuse 
the issue. I think you can give the Fish and Wildlife Service specific 
authority to help on this pothole program but do it separate and 
apart from the refuge program. 

If that is done, I do not see any need for this type of language 
where it says “Areas of no more than 500 acres,” et cetera. I have 
not discussed this with anyone in the Service, but quite obviously, 
the provision of 500 acres was conceived to provide authority to open 
the potholes to hunting. I think the potholes should be handled sep- 
arate and apart from the refuge program. 

Mr. Atten. Thank you. 

Mr. Kuuczynsxt. Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Pett. No questions. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxt. Mr. Dellay? 

Mr. Detiay. No questions. 

Mr. Kuuczynsxt. Mr. Gross? 

Mr. Gross. Mr. Gutermuth, I assume the purpose of those bills is 
to maintain or increase the migratory waterfowl population. 

Mr. GutermutH. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gross. I ask this question, which is perhaps somewhat ex- 
traneous. Do you feel we are getting a good job of law enforcement 
now? That is, in the taking of migratory waterfowl. 

Mr. GutermutH. Yes. I cannot be too critical about that, Mr. 
Gross. I was the director of the Indiana department for years and 
was in charge of the statewide enforcement staff. We cooperated 
with the Federal Government then in the enforcement of the migra- 
tory waterfowl regulations. Most of the States are doing it today. 

In recent years the enforcement program has been increased slightly, 
I think the staff is too small, but the number of Federal game-man- 
agement agents has been increased. I think the quality of the Bureau 
of Game Management is improving. 

Mr. Gross. What leads me to ask the question is this: It seems to 
me they have subordinated the enforcement in this new setup in 
the Fish and Wildlife Service and made it something of an appendage. 
Perhaps it will work out all right. I do not know. Previous testi- 
mony much earlier before this committee proposed to set it up as 
something of an appendage, it seemed to me, to the rest of this new 
setup in the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

I do not care how many refuges you have. Unless there is enforce- 
ment—lI do not care how many biologists and researchers you have to 
build up migratory waterfowl—unless there is enforcement, if you 
turn the meat hunters loose, you might as well forget your refuges 
and increasing the cost of the duck stamp. 

Mr. Gutermutu. I think you are right certainly to this extent. In 
the reorganization program, and under the Reorganization Act of 1956 
we elevated the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the fish 
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and wildlife activities in Interior. In certain branches of commercial 
fisheries they went through the service all along the line and raised 
the branches from branch status to division status. That was done 
in certain other activities. But in the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and 
Wildlife, where we would like to see equal elevation of importance 
and emphasis, those activities like the Branch of Game Management, 
which is the enforcement branch, still were kept down at branch 
status. 

We would like to have seen that branch elevated to division status 
the same as all other activities. It did not come about under the 
plan. 

Mr. Gross. That was my concern. I get pretty furious when I pick 
up newspapers and read about Army personnel shooting so many ducks 
and geese on their preserves, and apparently it is hard to get at. I 
do not want to belabor that. 

Mr. Gurermurtu. In defense of the Service on that, I would like 
to say this: That under the reorganization there has been nothing done 
to subordinate enforcement. I think the enforcement is just as good 
today, if not better, than it was, we will say, a year or 2 years ago. 
But what I am complaining about is this. While they were elevating 
those activities elsewhere in the Department of the Interior, I would 
have liked to have seen the Branch of Wildlife Research as well as en- 
forcement elevated commensurate with the other elevations made 
under the reorganization plan. 

Mr. Gross. Phank you. 

Mr. Kuiuczynsxt. If there are no further questions, thank you, Mr. 
Gutermuth. 


That concludes the hearings on these two bills. The committee will 
stand adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 11:45 a, m., the committee adjourned.) 
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